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The' Gontext of the Project = . . ' NN Cy N
.o - —— : . P 3 ‘
The Ford Teaching Proje t/gas aﬁ attempt to. involve. forty teachers in

the East Angliax reé&on of the U.K. in a programme of actlon fesearch .

1S - . _—

- » . - ~ < ‘. - .- . . ) r
<y . . r t. P — ! [ .
l
~ |
into thefproblems of 1mp1emeanHg 1nqu1ry/d1scovery approaches in classrooms. |
/' - » !
) . .

~ -
- . !

|
! - N - ¢ |
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;L The project developed out of a concern for the fact that the currjiculum ‘

‘ / 4 - .) ) ' [ ‘ -o ‘
Lo e reform movement, sponsored by the Nuffield Foundation and the Schools |
N . ’ ) " |
S ’ i

.

) Council iq the U.K., has largely failed at the 1eve1 of ¢lassroom, . p
PO .

- o 1mp1ementatlon. ,Adoptlng the R.D, and D. model of research develop~~

-
-

. ment, apd d1ffus1on, ideas have been poured 1.nto the system. bﬁdany 0
. ; . - - . v

-~

became dlstorted in the process of dlssemlnatlon Teachers 1n the

N - ' .

|
|
|
\
% : |
.. « target audience, sceptical of the possibilities of implementing the ) )
! . - . . R .

. kg
. reﬁormers ideas in the circumstances of their classrooms, negotlated {
\
|

» ’ ’
. “rwhat! they were prepaf@ﬂ to buy As Brugalmann} has poznted out what

v

is rmplemented is nedrer to what is sold tlean the reformers and their |

.

) sponsors’ realise. Even those teachers who consciously embrace the ‘
o . . o

) ’ , raﬂica‘ nature of the innovatichs offered’fail Jo ask later-whether
are the 1deas which dctually guide their practice. The theories

s A unconSclously gulde practlce. Curr1cu1um reformers are e1ther co
7 7 L -

G

fﬁgwith the cyn1cs, who refuse 'to dream' and subsequentlx/;ﬁqi
'?,-* - 8 *

?"transformatlon of their idéas into something that can be ad

;.
FE L. 4
’

‘i»; 'ThﬁlFord Teaching Project was sponsored by the Ford .Foundation amnd based

at'the Centre for Applied Research in Education at the
East Anglia, U.K. from 1973 - 7 n writing this ac unt‘bf the proJects
- AEEEE -work I am enormously indebted to my ex-colleague Cle#deIman. Many.of the
jﬁﬁf ’ﬁ:?’ ideas reported here were generated 1n1t1a11y by him, especlally those

p 'related to the eliciting.of teachers' categorles afd methods of clasgro
i \,observatloq.

‘

'

Q « : ' ) . ' ﬁé <
ERIC L S
ro it . e T . ) , /}
1. < , , A



B < . . .

” . - A

.. R ) : . ” T
. B S ),

~ 1
4
‘their own reallty » OT with the dreamers who 1dea11se their pract1ce ’ .
\ v ) (2] ¢ : o . ’ { ' . . !

to fit thélr dreams”. : _ .

, _ |
.—:P”\l PP - . . ) i . - N . ) ’ ( ‘ 4
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The fundamenxal probleﬁkdf currl@&ium reform 11es $ the clash between

the theor1es of the reformers and those 1mp11c1t, oftgn urnconseiously, - - -
\ ¥ \ e ~e y

«

in Lhe practlce of teachers. Reformers' fail to realise that fundamental

changes in classroom practlce can only be brought about if teachers )

- . -

+

4 becode conscious .of the theories which gulde their practice and are

.

‘able to reflect cr1t1ca11y about them. Their. attempts to advocate their -
‘ -

own theorles reflect a lack of self criticism on their part also, For

they could present their ideas in an'ekpefinental form, as ideas to be

tested and evaluated by the teachers themselves. In this way teachers

would be ehcoutaged to reflect about the theories implicit in their

-

own practices. If a clash éxists between the theosries of reformers
~ Y . 4 \ Y
’ M "' ! " » ' ) .
and teachers then testing the former will involve teachers suspending
- 7 . L

.
- 2
- ? )

judgement about the truth of their own and ce#sing to regard them’ :

. 1}
as self—evident. The curriculum reform movement has had- a largely

)

\\ missed Qpportunity.to involye teachers in the process. of theory )
&\ . ’ - . . 3 . s

\&evelopmént.
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Perhaps the notable exception a curriculuqkfgfcrmers in-the U.K.
- . . . S ) ol iy

. 2 . . ..
is &awrence Stenhouse™, the Director of the Schools Council Humanities

° «

& o .

Project. Stenhouse seescurriculum development as the business ‘of .

' C .

Lo

getting teachers to test the feasibility of a curriculum proposal in "

°

) » * [ . - - . . » n
practice. Concerned with helping them to handle controverslal issugs

N - .

with adolescents in the classroom in an educationally’worthwhile-way ) -
A ]

his team defined a set of teaching principles for discussigd—based ‘
" s " . N i

inquiry aimed at an'understanding .of issues. These included the

-

" {nfamous criterion of 'prodedural neutrglity' and-'protecting .

,,,,,,,,, L . M . ~ g o
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divergence'. :The team asked teachers to explore the problem-of

- N .
’ » AR
. +

, . implementing these principles in practice. A considerable- amount . J

”»

- s v
- - ~
N .

of their résources went into helping teachers at the classroom

.. level to collect ani‘analyse‘data about their own‘classroom ’
I T situations, .\ ' - D
- . ‘ .
co T T . L . . el 5
. i . It was out of my involvement in this work, as a membex of Stenhouse's e

- .
'

team that the idea of the Teaching Project (eventually sponsored in

. - .

1973 by the Ford Foundation) arose. It became clear that mgny of

-

. '

the problems of implementing discussion-based inquiry approaches .’

. : -
; were\caused by teachers habitual and unconscious behaviour patterns.

[ . ) . 4
- \

. i For example, students failure to discuss ideas gould be exp1a1ned in

- e -

) : . terms Jf teachers_tendencies to 'invite concensus', reinforce some

¢
D R . Ny

views rathér'than others', and 'promofe the1r own v1ews It was

N
A
:“l\ /« < -

only by becomlng ,aware of these patterns and reflectlng about the

)

theor1es 1mp11c1t in them that teacherSrwére able to modlfy their

[y -
. . v
- N - -
\

. . I)ehan;pgr. ,Once they becarnie consclous_that'thelr actions conformed R
; 1 / : . /'. N . »° ;
*r to such descriptions they had reasoms for modifying their conduct *
N . ? . ’/. . .* v . - ]
in the classroom., The-theory implicit in these descriptions, once . T
s, - gonscious, had practical implications. It furnished reasons fpr
. i

/xefralnlng from performlng under these descr1p lons and thereby generated

new practical theories e.g. about ways of 'protecting'divergence in
£ ° .

o ~T - e ™
\ ) ¢ :

”

4 e = e s el s . j
. discussion. Such theorjes were implicit in teachers' conscious attempts

. A ' . YN
¢ ¢ Aﬂ - x
[AR . . . -. CN .
. . i to change their behaviour patterns in the light of the project's g
3 - * . P R P ) ’ S
[{%“ principles of procedure. o, - ’ . : -
A : . Voo .
. .e //1 * *
£ > -~ A - . ¥
;f? /”z It also became c1ear,that‘many of the salient patterns referred
Sl . ) .
e - ’ . o
Y - . T .
oy y to could be generalised across classrooms, subject areas, and .
et ) " ‘:) ’ ) *

1y B . .
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» "schools. Teacﬁers involved in the project were drawn from different
subject areas and exhibited similar behaviour patterns. It was this

.oﬁservation which suggested, that the reasons for the general failuré.. -

of teachers to implement the 'inquiny{diééovery' approachéé
. .- [4 . .
. advocated bf thé_majority of curriculum deveiop@ent pfbjecté might’be -
S e ' . ~
. .blghlyigenerallsable, even, across student age levels, "It sdggested
+ : e ’

T

the possibility of teachers getting together ,across classrooms, éfhools,

R 2 oo

ge=levels, and curricula, to develop collaboratively a practical

4 >

theory of. 'inquiry/discovery' teaching. * - o 7.

. , Forty teachers were invited to join the-project from twelve schools

P *,

meet fféquently to discuss teaching problems and-share ideas ‘“about
. \ ‘ o ) N )
. methods of collecting data.,  The teams were jinterdisciplin-

e - . . . 0 .

~ . -
.

ary in the sense that members were drawn ﬁroﬁ'gifferent curriculum

. \

areas. They were also ‘constituted in different kinds of schools -
y e , ‘
. ' . . . ~ . .

- i.e. Junior (7-11), Middlé.(8—12 or 9-T3) and Secondary.Schools @

-
.
~ .

7(11 or 13+),. Arrangemghts were made twice termly at Teachers Centres
. : . Ce ‘

’

’

by the local Futhority adviser

of schools invol¥ed. During the four terms the .

« . R s . \
- a N N . 0 N -

» - . ! N

5 ﬁiffer@nt giﬁds
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project lasted in schools all the teachers were also biodﬁht together for
-, . tr

. « o . - S

" three residential four day conferences; dat the beginning, halfway through,

%
x

‘and at the end of the.period (1973-74).’-Thése éfrangepents vere

I

iﬁtended;éé a coﬁtexf in which teathers Wad .opportunities for lateral

. .
" g .

- - 3 ‘e n ’ . o
communication across established“educational boundares. These ,
- * - .

.

boundaries tend.to be ‘'guarded' by ,those above them in the educational
hierarchy. House3 %has "argued that lateral communication between K

teachers inéreases rewards from peers and, feeds professional ambition.
- . Y

TR
. - '
,

N 14
It therefore threatens hierarchical control ‘over teachers access to

ideas and has political implica%‘:é::ms for increasinge their professional .

.. .

-

autonomy. It was our view that lateral communication about classroom

problems increases teacher dutonomy becauge it supports critical

reflection about:Prabtice, and thereby gives teachgné greatér control
[ 4 . . N

over their own behaviour. The provision of sudh opportunities for .

sharing-ideas reflected our aspiration to involve a group of teachers
. / »y )

“Nin ‘the development of a theory of their own practice — in this opse .

.

of'inquiry/diséovery aching - which subsequently other teachers might
. : S .

- < '
have access to as support for their contin;IHg reflection about

.
-

’classyoom problems.

4 N ‘ -

) »
The Projects Design as Classroom Action Research

—

8 . . 2

-

Those curriculum reformers in the U.K. who have expressed concern with
. ' - ®

& .
the failure of the R.D. and D. model to secure implementation have

’

tended to offer a problem solving aﬁproach as a possible solution to .
'féstering ingovation at the classroom level. MacDonald’and Walkeré

have dgf' ed the main features of qhié approach as fallowsﬁ

) * ~

"In /the Problemsolver, perspective the receiver ... initiates the-
. , R ~ ‘o

process of change by identifying an arga of concern ot by sensing a

~” . 1 N . R g
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need for change. ‘- s/Once, the problem area is identified, the recezver *

.
' - N .

undertakes- to alter the .situation either through his ownleffo%ts,'
‘ . S ! . .

¢
! - .‘. . . .““'. . N N ; » . .
or by'recruiting suitable outside assistances.i...the recelver in thé
' ' o '

.innovation ;o4solve
p

e @

P4S model is actively involved in findihg an

B2
] ~

2 - ’ oo hon | 4
his own problem....... The relationship, betwéen sender and receiver

. »
s ! . //‘,‘

N -

is one of’collaboration'.

¢ . '

13

»

4 . . . .

‘The essential féatures of the problem:solving appréach’are:

-

(1> its focus on practical problems defined~by-pfac£§tioners .

.

p A . Py v ”
collaboration between outsiders and practitioneYs, who in.
. ) *y o M

.

dialogue seek solutions to the practitioners problem.

e X

o
r -

v .

) . v
"Initially these reflected the basic elements, of ou;‘proféFts design

4

with one éxception. Qur desigh reflected a concern for generalisation.

IS .

° ] 7,

We .wanted teachersiiﬁiiﬂgniy to monitor their owncprpblqu and develop

practical hypotheses about, how they arose and could be resolved, but

. . . . r
to explore the extent to which these problems an? hypotheses could be

>

FE T -
generalised to other teachers clasgrdoms. In

! 4
attracted by Rappaport's? defﬁhigion,of action-research assomething

- ) NS s

this connection we were

] which:

N
.

" . ....aims to6”contribute both to the practical concerns of people in

".an immediate problematic sftuation and to the goals af social science
) - ’ . A} 4 ' .
by ‘joirt collaboration within a'mutually acceptable ethical framework",

o . °

-

We consequently cafie to prefer 'action research' rather than’'problem-

<

solving' as a description of our design. However, on later reflection
/ ’ ‘

Rappaport's view of Action-Research ‘appears to be distorted by his ~
. ol . .
interests as a social scientist. We were concetned with the devel-'
Y , 4 .
opment of a general theory. But we would prefler to describe this as.

. <

a

.
.y . —

-

.

’
[l
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Eracticai rather than a social sc¢ience .theory. Practical theories

have evaluative implications for the question of"%hat ought to‘be e

d - ' .

done?' and if Sy 'a social science’ theory' is meant something which”
. M . N . " , v ' .

i's value-neutral then this would not reflect our aspirationms.

T

In our view action~research involves theorising~%bput practical

>

problems in particular situations and exploring the extent to which

) t .

these practical theof@es are generalisable. Implicit in our design

EY

-is & distinction between practical and 'theoretical' theories, .

’

. -

. .
-~ . , . .
- L3 . ‘

P . . .
. ¥ .

4

. .
[ t

In the early part of 1975 we set about our task of recrdlting teachers '
\ . "

. . e . . .
who experienced some dissonance between their practice and their

- . -

, ¢ .
. aspirations to-implement inquiry/discovery approaches. At this time
. by ) *

we were not interested in the 'no—ﬁrpblems‘ people. However, it

’

)

was dlfflcplt from our posltlon as pnlvers1ty researchers-to get

\ -~
~access to such people. Approaghes had to be made down the hierarchy '
- . é o
from 1oca1 authorlty admini trators to headteachers before gainihg #

access to groups, of teachers. Although we stated ¢learly that we

were,looking for teachers with,a capacity. to reflect about their '

.
E

. 3 »
practice on more than orde occasion we had reasons to suspect the »/

’ ’ : %
motives of administrators in sending’us to certain schools. One
v . R ( } 4 '
school had recently undergone an~ipspectiod/and we later jynferred ¢

~

that the-admiﬁisﬁratcrs wanted us to get involved with/it to give

....... . \
its teachers 'a g00d kick up the pants¥ - .
{, . .

N ° .

-

Once approached by the1r Local Authorlty, headteachers tended to

fdel under some obllgatlon to involve thelr staff So by the.tlme .

we met groups of 1nterested‘ teachers in schools it was dlfflcult -

— L3

B . A"g J

.o

I\

.

i




J 7->.' 8. “ R ' ‘ . ‘é

) / to determine how the project had/been communicated to them, and

whether their motives foﬁ:.joining stemmed from a genuine desire to

feflect about their classroem problems. The difficylties this °

. [

ot presented for. gls will become clear if I explain our attempts to put

across the idea of cglfaborative aetion-research to the forty teachers
. . hd ~-

. \ ) , u ) .
- who assembled for our 'launching off' conference during the Eagter
0

- . e »

1973 vacation.
. ~

P ." 1 . ) — /\ L -
- ,‘;r . - °
Rather ‘naively, we assumed they were all anxious to 'get cracking'.
. . = . ; . £
‘ . on some systematic reflection on their classroom problems. We outlined .
. the main purpose\o\ﬁ\the’ conference as 'the negotiation of research
. o 6
tasks, roles, proc dures, and methods' and had produced:a document R
L ’ * ’ . ‘\ ’ . . . ’ S . .
to serve as the basi f\or discussion. The idea was to révise the
. 5 L]
) . ~ ’. ’ . ) . N . . . * @
; document as a Yesult oX discussion-'and distribute it as an agreed
. ‘ .
- contract between teacherX-and ourselves, A brief summary ‘of the ’
@ . ) . ‘ . .
documents is \as follows.: - .
./ ) n .
: . ’ N o :
Y JA. Action-Reseatch Tasks s . .
‘ ' . 1. %o identify and diagnose *in particular situations the’ problems
' ’ . . * B
R - . . 3
R which.arise from &ttempts ty implement. Inquiry/Discovery )
, , .. . .
. . approaches effectively, and to explore the extent to which
- " - \
' problems and diagnostic hypotheses can be generalised. \
' . ALY .
, 2. To develop -and test practical hypotheses about how the teaching
. o \ . ,problems .identifie% mig‘h/t/ﬁ{ resolx)id and to explore the extent
. . . } ~ f }r.
T . ] U v to which they could be generally app \{ed. i )
. 3. To clarify the aims, values, and principles‘*implicit in -
- - ’ ’ iy .5@?
. : * Inquiry/Discovery§p,p}oaches by reflecting about the values -
' . P R : ’
S te el e Ll P . - % A
/ impliciti in the problems identified. te A7 ,3\

- L ! %
. i .o
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B. Roles ‘
'Responsibility fo% the action-research tasks to‘Be shared N :
between teachers and'ghe aentral team w;rking in diaiogue.
with‘them. The\ééhtnél team would also take some . <
respohsibiligf for circulating the reports of school teams .
to other schools. T )

” " - . ‘ . ’

C. Methods of Data Collgction - - - T
= A

1. « Teacher Fizﬁd~Notes r. \ . L .o

N

»

’

. .
L . . . . . A TN
. ' T, R N

Keeping field-notes is essentially.a method of reporting,

observations of, and reflections about, classroom problems,

and the teachers own reactions-to them. They should be written

.as soon as possible after a lesson, and if possible can draw

-~

on impressionistic jottings made during a lesson. The greater
; . ,

the time lapse the more difficult it becomes to accurately

L

-

reconstruct problems and rgsgngéh and retain conscious awareness ¢
- -

-

\\Sf\?neé thinking about’ them at the time. ~.
. - » G

! :

. -

@
Pupil Diaries. .

Since -the practical problems of teaching are problems which

arise in the teacher's relationship to his studénts the latter

~are in a goéﬂ position to jdentify and diagnose them. :
. o .o >

\ However, there is_the diff%culﬁy of getting honest feed—back(

- ™~

* ’ -

from §tudents.

.

.
One possible way around the difficulty is

to ask students toffards the end of sessions to produge in.

writing their own accounts of the lesson, -and to give " them -

. . v M * .3 . ’
,control over teacher 3ccess, . .
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A » .« ® '
Even if the teacher never, gains complete access students might

draw on these diaries when discussing classroom'problems with
"him.. The faet, that they have reflected about them prlor to

! d1scuss10n may increase their, capaclty to report thelr v1ews

. -

C hongstly. ~ ’ ‘
13 . . © . . < »
/. . Lt Pl ' [N )
& . : o L '
3. Teacher-Student ‘discussionf * °

- . v

—_— “

- . B

Teacher field-notes and student diaries might be used as

resources in-discussions about classreom-problems where =

feachers and students’'share -thgir accounts of lessons., These -

. " .
.

could be tape recorded for further study: .o .

»
4 . N - .

4 Tape Recording oo

-~ i . . o

@ - ~ B
. . . - L]
.Teacher field-notes alone cannot capture what’the teacher ’
A ;
was unaware of at the, time. Tape recordings can, They can
]
¢ . ¢ .
provide a teacher with valuable data 4bout his own'and his

v

studénts behaviour, and @@reby help him to.bécome

s

A2

. : N . . »
consciously aware of hoth his own actions and students'

) . .
.

° 'S . .l Y N -
responses to them. Tape-recordings of classroom events can
AR

N

N L
." be useful.sources of evidence against which to check teachers'

. and stddents;retrospectlve accounts of lessons, ‘
‘. T
5. Case Studies, e . _ .
. .
N At. the end .of the last term of the reseach teachers might

~

produce a case study of problems and strategles w1th a part-

. . - )
- .

© _icular class of students-durxng that termV The study would

-~

be hased on data collected by the methods and technlqpes N
- a ) . . . ( . .
outlined'above. L - IO .
’ L) ' .
D. + - Reporting Procedures . R .
P T e T, .

At the end of each ternxeach .co- ordlnator of a 'school team nould
cu T send tﬁe centrals team‘a report qp'team héetings,wﬁthin the

) ‘ . *
v [ AL

L schoof " The report would clte common problems, and hypotheses

«



NS . .+ ldentified by the, team. ‘- . ) S T e -

R ‘Y E.. Ethicg of Resea?ch Co ‘ et
s R { c .. ' s, r
y ' Since the action-research would 1nvolve cther teachers, as well
3 . , , - . C

; ) as Central team members having access to data from a teacher's

‘o o v .
.« # .

p c1assroom some agreement had to be reachedabout who has '

" . . .
- B - -, . .
. ~ . w, e

- . rights of control over what data?' The following procedural :

. . H . ot —
s . principles were suggested . . .

Ju— -

. - )y . : Ind1v1dua1 teachers&ought to control both fhe extent to whlch e

N Yo N - - -

'

] and the conditions dnder which, other teachers have access to
P i . ] M

» } * -

. ~..
. ) " data from their classrooms. ‘
' £2) - Headteachers ought to control the extent to which c1assroom

oo data from“their schoel is made accessible to 'outsidefs’,‘agd'
< . * the conditions under which access is’given.
VAN - .

T (3) " Individual teachers ough¢—to control the central team's .

, . access to both their classroams and,privgte\interview situations

[
'
~ . . -
v P’

with students. - . . .

~ . ’ % ; Classroom data gatﬂéred by .the project's central team ought,

R ' - ' ¢
: . to be made accesslble to the teachers concetned, except data .

e

. . . ¥ K .
\x"’\ . - over wh1ch s‘&udents have. rights of control i.e. student accoux‘

.
M . r e

. T . of classroom~prohlems(and teaching strategies.

v [y - - .

[P
w’.

: o (5) Students 1nterv1ewed by - the cenﬁral téam ought to controlgthe

e , extent to which others,,lncludlng their teachers, have access .
e r - . ' , : L e g
- - fto thelrﬂaccounts. N .« o .. &

N - P

.‘ o
- “ -~

The teachers general reaction to. the documerit wag that they d1dn t have
f

s 0 - 3

SO t1me to’ dafry out the tasks in the ways suggested. We rea11sed that such

/ T Mt

’sceptlclsm is often well founded. Schools have nof on the whole

' ,' . - e e -

' Ly -institutionalised support for teflective teaching. Teachers embark on

¥ : S y ™ - . 6‘ s,

1nngvatlons without the time, and opportunlty requ1red for resolving the
. - . . e e

Pt R . ™. R i . - A . R

» / v . 4 .
> . . -/ v oY oy - )
oS : . r~ . .

-

{
K3
*
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classroom problems they.pose. |

v e

, - 'Y . -
.We spent'a cgnsiderable part of our initial discussjor with headteaghers

B - " ?
trying to negotiate institutional support for the work of school teams

e, . .. / . . 13 '
e.g. ip.terms of opportunities to meet together in school time. Interested

. - -
~ N '

headteachers at. the. time said they'would seg what could be‘done':butomihy,_c
-

as we, d1§§overéd later did very little. Eerhaps, in this initial stage,

we should have concentrated.@ore on the selection .0f schools than the
. N -
recruitment of teachers within them, There is prbbably a,strong chrelatlon

- . . . N N - .

between the opportunities an institution allows for practical reflection

. -, ’

and the ability of the teachers who work in it to be aware of- gaps

between aspirations and practice. In rgtrospect it was clear that the

! [y . P -
two school teams‘aho made the greatest initial progress on the tasks
e . )

vdﬁtllned were those w1th\me§t\323frtu?ities for discussion and reflection

-
- -

-~

1y

in their schoors. '

. Many teachers af the confe;snce not‘only felt they didnft'have time to *

2 ~
reflect about problems but also that there was 11tt1e gzlnt in doing sof
s [

_ These teachers had little sense of“their practlcerﬁgi matdhlng their dreams.

already 'doing 1nqu1ry/d1scovery 1nv01vement might bring rewards with -

a mlnrmum of effort. There was, another, smaller)\group of teachers, who

»

appeared "to .lack any committment to inquiry/discov approaches at all.

-
»

Again, we later discovered that these had simply coMe at the- 'invitation'

.
-

of their headteachers, and 'j

e
T

f you want to‘get a good \reference you don't

' . ' T
say no .. . —

- .

Our attempts 'to negotiate'Jteacher participation in %actioh-research -’

- A}

resulted in a rather reserved 'acceptance' of our document\ in princjiple,
s .

. >
. ’

with some suggested alterationg, At the time, our ignorance of why teachers’

1




3
5

2

/

-

PR

x

—E l{llC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s . N - 4
v

had come, prevented us from appreciating the uareality of our attempts ..
< \ - .

to negot}atg/a contract for actlon-research During the first teym of
. o,
Ry

it became clear that, in the ma}orlty of” cases,-,‘

» '

the'project "in schog

~
L ]

action research was_&imply not gett1ng 'off the ground'. -Regulariteam
meetlngs only materlallsed in two schools. A small minority of-teachers

v . 4 A

- v . [
*used field note§, tape recorded their lessonms, and discussed classroom

‘ ‘

problems with-students. . The majority asked.studente‘to,keep diaries, but

reported 11tt1e e61dence of any deeper thaning beyond it was a bit

uuuuu ‘
boring', or the'lesson was - all rlght'.‘ Feed~back from schools was o

. . A .

t

.

4

aparse.\ About two-thirds of the teachers‘appeared- to believe they had .

few problems in implenenting,inquir&/dis&qggry approaches successfully:

' We had 'A%reed' té go- .into schools Lo work® w1thfkeachers once problems

)
4

began to emerge. But telephone 1nqu1ries dunfng the f1rst half of th g

teqm were met w1th the‘typlcal reply"Every ing seems_to be going we

i
. . {

e

. _implying 'Don't call us, we'll call you'.( ! e

-~ - . , (M
. . , \ . . o>
This,exgerience of trying to involve teachexs in action research ,s.

. A )

1ed’to<further devglopments in the project's design. We faced a.éitqation“_

where two-thimds of the teachers who had joine\ the project appeared to havg¢
‘
little interest in dolng actlon research or opportunxtles within their

schools to cu1t1vate suCh 1nterests. ' One must\therefore &raw a firm

s .

N

. (A 1
distinction between those teachers whp, are ready to reflect more deeply .

about their.practice becduse they already at:.least eense gaps between

. . . . \ -
it and their aspirations, and thoSe who are not ready because they have no

C v -

_‘sense of any such gap existing. After the first conference it ‘became

clear that our problem was not simply that -of supportlng through dlélogue°
-

\
a group of teachers who were either adopting a reflectlve stance or ready
N \ . (

» - . - rd

I oo

to do so. With the maJorlty of teachers our® problem was how to mot1v te L

7{4) b
! \ Aﬂ-*
them to adopt a reflective stance to their practice. The trouble W%th

‘ B \ xi & *

«/w?‘-
the action reseach appreach as a strategy for supportlng ciaSsroé%
e‘ o
. _ } %.i“ ‘ '

[

|

|

- |
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;

[
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‘. e . . ’ : ) ‘ ;

. © _ inndovatdon is' that it presupposes readiness to reflect., In the” .

;o
3

f. o, absehce of!;n; sense that\there may he something problematic about
~ . .
" their préctice general aspi¥ations ﬁo involve teachers 1n the development /“p
? <
. N of practical theory are so much .’ pie in the sky'. Fven those dozen or o i
o s -y
y . so teachers who vere motivated towards,the idea of action_research found’ f )
f - ) & w Nt ot
’ el ‘ pressure§ of time and,workﬁload over*riding their committment to.the !
I T enterprise. K . o T T o ﬁf
‘_J‘ . In the 1ight of these cons1derations we defined a secomd-order action Q?

N -

. ) . ol o - ) ‘l .
. reseﬁrch.role for ourselves, namely, that of developlng practical hypot& eses

S ] |
] . which are relevant to the question 'ho_w can-one initiate teachers into ..

o : * ) -0 . B

lps &Y 4 ' ’
the activity of reflecting about their practice?' It wa§'in this context
. \ - ' . SR

P

. , of reflection about the problems of implementing teachers' participation

im action research.that the idea of the sélf-monitoring teacher began to

. - .

l ) crystallise as the key concept for“the second-order reseac f Self- .
‘. ., monitoring is the process by+whi¢h a perdori becomes aware/of his situation
. - p .
- and his ouF role as?an agent*in it.. Awarenegs is, in tffe language of ’ :
v : . - owever, self— N

o .

.- X sufficient. It expresses an obJectivenattltude towafds_situation and

w L b W - -
self and indicates that certa1n subJectlve obstacle to” awareness have.

. ° ’ L. ; lu / ‘.
' ; 7

- e = been ozereome e.g. those of bias and prejudice. Ad Hamlyn/ has argued

3 .

'objectivity' does not imply the achievement of 'truth'. /It remains

.o hd - 4 B g - .
.

to honestly misdescribe some aspects at the|same

] - ~

ime e g. due to the’

|
b . L = ‘ i
T e ] complexity, ambsguity, or insufficiency of the e 5dence. .
“ T . " ' c i ‘ ) .
‘ ) . . . s | > . |
@+ ¢ The concept of self’monitoring clarified fpr us that was involyed in \ ‘j
"c‘ N i
" M practical teflection. In"its lig‘ one can make ‘a clear distinction—
’ . ‘#\ *‘4’:-‘ : T-".-l,‘ ]
. . between: L . ok N 5
NG e ~ "*:Ml - - . . . .
) D Teachers who are adopting an objective stance to their practice
. i - :

- _ but require support in®collecting and naly31ng more éufficient

Qo - . N . 1() ’ \ } -
FRIC 3 : T - .

s o .

n,



. data as a basis or €0 structmg accurate accounts.
. - ./ o

’ . 4
(2) .Teachers who at:{z"not
' ‘l”r
s : as they sense br fee

dopting an objective stance but inasmuch

their situation to be problematic are ready

[P -y

. (3). . :Teachers wlo_¢ af'e n/elther ready or: able to adopt an objective -

vt P . - }‘ Y, a ’ A . 2T,
: : T siance t/‘oﬂ their practice. . £ ' " .

/
- FEY

: | '
' A , prY

N /

e - . We now thmk that at the' be;,mruno of the proJect only one of the forty
) i P ’
. . e .
teachers was self-monlto;flng to any slgn/lf_lcant extent. Another twelve -

. &

- A . probably'had some genuine sense of their teaching be1ng problematic.TW°‘.

o thirds 'ofj,the ‘teachers .fell intgs thé third category. We estimat\ed that
., ot [ 0
v . at the end of the project t¥Wenty five teachers had made some progress

'

N ‘at “self-mopitoring.
N * S -« . .o .
f d N | < PS W

& 2 N . . .‘,“ . . f

Eight teachers dropped out during the ’£irst term.

Teachefs' Theories of “Teaching ‘ S S

@ e

- Thev ne, ottiation' of.etasks, roles, procedures, and methods' was not
g ;

- R o" .o s

the iny gg.m e sef ourselves at the’ '1aunch1ng off' conference.
. .l ! . *
I
e - KAss‘ug{n ing tbai; the majority of teachers present were aware of a gap
A 1

»
-

-_b'eh&e,en aspirations and practice we wanted th%'to begin to explore
. : typical problems. We realised that teachers would initially be very ‘
N . 7 , .

<, \’ ,defensive ifiwe asked them to cite their prolglems?‘in'the presence ‘of
* »+ . peqgple|they hardly knew. So we Bre'pared excerpts,of, lessons from ‘-

ctipts, video, and tape-slide recording, for them to discuss.

.

i o 7’ S Sy L. - ‘ . (e
These excerpts were taken from the lessons of teachers not involved ¢,

2 .

h

proje:."t. We hoped that the mate;r,ial would enable.'them to talk

R

+ \ o ¥
. . . -, fo
Eypical classroom problems without drawing to much attention to

' ’

s -
wn practice. .
——

. ' I3 * -
cussions of transcripts and recprdings were ma ked by anparent

-

cation dif°fic ulties. ' Different teachers appeared to use different

22 £

1thout it being clear 1f they, meant s1m11ar or dlfferent things by "

Q . /g' . e, . . .
ERIC : - l ( )
‘ |

‘
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WhQF they sa1d They also appeared to use %@e samdnterms but to disagrep in

[+

AN
éhelr appllcatlon.

- . ww "
Ay . v

s

. N
Weﬁéelt that if teachers.were subsequently going~ share ideas they

& /

would have to develop a common language for balklngggbqut classrobms

\u

"x
together.i5 We listened to the recordings of the d1scu§51ons after the
'« e’ - %"
conferenge with a view to ¢ arifying the communication dx@&écultles
. N ? - . R .
which drose, and fdgnd that a number of terms tended to be used again

N

and agaln 1n teachers Judgments aboat tEachlng s1tuat10ns. The ﬁast

P VA

; i PR

freqdently.recugring terms, othér~than 'discovery' and 'inquiry', were:

o .

forMal - informal - !
X structured - unstructured :
\ . ,
framework . ‘
. .teacher directed 7 //
: 7 ) .
o ;self—directed Eehild) ,7/1" R . . " :
guided, S R
. © A D . : )
L. open ended / '
S b -dependent tchildy - ;ndependeht (child) -

B

/
. subject centred ~“/ch11d:§§ntred -

-
» 0 »

We invited teachers to d1scuss théfmeanlngs of these terms at team and
‘o ’*‘_ %’) i . ¥

. reg10na1 meetlngs and to rébort back. We. also went 1nto schools and

’ .
- /

discussed them with teachers. As a résult of- these dlscuss1ons we'
/ \ ‘/, s “ —

discovered that although teachers mlght be uslng dlfferent terms they

s

were often d01ng so to label the same thlngs. A snrprlszng degree of
.. / . - ' )

- / . . 3 . R4 .. -
consensus appeared/tﬁ/exlst‘about which dimensions of meaning are’

1
,
t / i s

Y . . . . . P S . .
signifieant in apprélsals of feaching situationS. Three main dimgnsions

-

<

-

i
\
i

-




X

. 1y

authority position.-

2 &
QSchUMgd - unstructured ) i' ) o -
_:.»} v = e, ! : ‘ '
\( . ) T N .7 .
( Subject centred - child centred ‘ ® . .

*

Structured was interchangeable with framework, but more widely used

than the latter. Structured - unstructured could be .interchanged with®
subject-centred — child’centred. . - S b

=

Both these sets‘of terms ‘referred to the teachers' aims and were used
. N .., - . * , 4 N

to describe the degree to-whichjphgy were concerned’with getting

PR - . .

students to achieve:preconceived Knowledge outcomes. The moxe the ¥ ™.
. o~ - v
teachers aims are concerned with getting preconceived knowledge outcomes )

. ~

. . v

the more structured or subject ¢ nJLed the teaching. The more tHey are
hgr than the pro”acts of-asarning,

concerned with the Erocess‘rat

s

B

with how the student is to learn rather than with wh%t, then the more _

unstructured or child centred the teachirng. =

e »

¢ - * -
’ w [N - N . %

¢

-

,"birected - Guided- Open Ended ' < ’

These three terms picked out points’ along a single dimension and referred

to the methods by which the teacher 'tried to implemefit his aims. .

’ *
The teachers' methods tend to be directive when, they prescribe in

‘ ' ,)-o.
N »

advance for students how a 1earn1qg activity is to be performed. Théy

)

are guided when they are respongive to problems perceived by students in

s . * W o

performing learning activities. ¢€.g. asking questionms, makingf suggestions, ;
Sty b 2 ~ . A ‘ i

R

and introducing ideas in response to ‘task problems cited by students.

.y ——— i

Open ended methods are megative in charactet, being solely concerned with

+ - . S

refraining from imposin

-

g constraints on students abilities to direct

their own learning.. The directed - guided - open

’

ended dimension picked

out the degree of control the teacher tries to exert over the learning

L2 .

activities of the student, ) o ’ . 5

P . p R

d v . * - '] "
In order to facilitate communication between teachers about the above
- - . N

A
%

%o , ) ;
digensions wigsuggésted descriptions of tea%hlng 31;uationljshou1d‘be T

CNY . . '
Lo 19 | :

A

B N oV ——— - .




5y . . .

R oo 'eouched 1n the fol}owing .terms only:‘ e ‘ -
oL ’ i . /‘Formal - Informal ‘ , ]

L. .‘ . o | 'Str:uctured - Unstr‘uc.thured- ’_ . .
Co - | 'Directvé‘d.\ = Guided - Open’ En ed‘ o ’

i : [ N : N . . [ : p : .
. Discus#ions and interviews with teachers abo&t the meanings of
e . [ ’ [ ‘e A . [
terms also clarified apparent disagreements about.the application of
. [ , L 4 . B
- 14

' terms. Teachers held different views about whiéh meanings were compatible

R

- and incompatible with each other.. Thus for some teachers-an infornal

classroom was associated with unstructured te'aching and seen to be
\

. ’ , * compatible with a ifrugtured approach. F_Q:r others, t:hex.:e Q@s, no

¢ r
¢

° ' incompatibility between structured i:each‘ing_ and an informal classroom

. . . . B . o~ : - .
7 .+ sltuation. This explained disagreements about whether a particular

y

classroom situation was to be classified as informal rather than formal.

¥
. ——

{ . L
Faced with an example of structured teaching some teachers would have

» v 5 i‘;

little difficulty about also cﬁlassifying it as informal,_ Wh@'iother
T 3 \

teachers would ar‘gue it can't p'oss;ibly be informal'. ‘Sifmilar I;roblgms

[

. . :
. ar0se with appraisals of'a:he extent to which aims are structured rather

-

than unstructured. Some teachers' strongly associated open-ended T

-
. . °

’ ' strategies with the pursuit of unstructured aims, while others believed
. (I ) o

. guided methods were«compatib®™ with-such aims. When faced with an

example of = guided methods the latter would have little difficulty

' - '’ 7 in’entertaining thé possibility that the te‘ach}ng was \ ‘ N
« . . - 1 ) . ' 1'\ wo,
. , 'unstructured' whereas for the former unstructured-guided téaching
! . o (,w,ké is s ‘ f . , N
. ~Wwas virtually impossibPe to imagine &

- g - . .
. It became clear that the ways these meanings- were associated with each
“r B . e
other in teachers' minds'feflected their theories of inquiry/digcovery
_ b ' »

- . teaching. The following associations were elicited: - v
- . - - ¢ v
» i ¥ e v
- . “. . )
v ey , -
Q - 4 .

[AFo e rovded o v EEw R . . .




B

. . . L. -
- oo ¢ . - - .
] o = . N . . .

»

F e ¢ w : . 3
'% e, N ?n . T A ! b .
‘ T

-

T w . Informal _ . hnd ) ' L Y Formal
AE "\\——\’//,//’/ E \\\\\\\\ _ - ‘ ) . ] .
. v N\
Structgred o T Unstructured . > " Structured = - )
Guidéd[ Open ended ~  Guided Open ended < .Directed '
: - f. A ) M - ) A »
1. 2. C - T L 3
. ' . ~ -
) ' " \ -
- < v . ‘ B ’5' -
. . . It 4hould be.obvious ‘that the meanings identified were determined by our

. . . F oo, . g .
teachers values. The meanings which are significant are made so by teachers
‘Gspirations to foster and protect self-directed le&rning S -

’ . . ’ . L4

(1ndependerrt reasoning) .in classrooms. They pin point v.ariables which'

L]
X

may affect%students ab111t1es to direct’their owmn 1earn1ng Thus the

degree to whlch teachers intend preconcelved knowledge outcomes may .

o

1nf1uence thh control they attempt to exerc1§e over students thlnking, whlch

. . in turn may Influence Lhe extent to which the learning sgtuatlon provides a

context which protécts (1nformal) and foseexs self- d1rect10n.

The above outline schematlcally represents the range of teachers niews -
about how pedagogically significant classroom variables 1nteract vnth T
each other. It consequently reflects the dlfferent practical theorres*rheyr

brought to bear in ana1y31§ of the classroom data presented to them at the<%rrst

s

. .4 conference. Many of the d1sagreements between tegchers could be

- also abounded - but in terms of conflicting practicgl theoriés. -Although

’ there.was general agreementrabout the effects of structured—directediw
approaches on the 1earn1ng sltuatlon there was d1sagreement about how a
leatning context wh1ch protected and foste{ed self- d1rected learning

(independent reasoning) could be achieved. A few teachers we discovered -

. . were sufficiently sophisticated to realise that it might be. appropriate

N 'xk to hold dlfferent theories in different contexta These tenaed to be

aware pf‘mare than one pattern of méanlngsl \Ho eVer, a ’ 4o .
AT '}\N

ﬁ‘énformal - structured -

“

substantial-number- of teachers Believed
FAALY Q.l “. . L4
gulded pattern could be realised in any classxgém s1tuat10n1 , )

each-of the patterns of mean1ng cited 1n the above scheme.? .
- . Y .

explained not just 1n:terms of term1nolog1ca1 confusions.- glthough these — .

[

I shall now briefly set out exp11c1t1y\the theorles whlch are implicit in' \{\
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1%-*  Tnformal - Structured s>Guidbd . : C
R O ST " -0 .,
» ' * - L e T s R .
. . A teacher can.pursue ptreconceived knowledge outcomes by guiding students

¢
~ ,

Lve

towards them without imposing cbnstraihts on their ability to direct their

x N a - ¥ Al

>y » own, learning. A : .
. ' . v ?;*“ . . PR Y ? ) \ -
2. . “Informal - Structured - Open ended - Con

;

- ¢

~ .

A teacher can pqr?ue preconceived knowledge outcomes and foster and protect
delf~directed learning if he solely concentrates on removing-constraints
‘ A ¢ Id
, N - , ® . ) e
. .and refrajns from any kind of pasitive intervention in the learning process. .

’ . . T -
[l

L . - -

) . _—

c . 3. ° Informal - Unstructured — Guided . -
N ) Y 4 . L ,
. ' A teacher can foster and protect self-directed learning and exercise positive
o . * ! -

influence on the learning process so long a5 this influenze is not exerted,
“ . & .
[ . ‘ . R v o
in the direction of bringing about preconceived.know ledge outcomes.

Vo v . ¢

4, - Informal - Unstructyred = Open ended .

- . ’ 2 CC - . \

- A teacher canpot foster and protect self-directed learning and pursue
y : ‘ - -

. 3

" preconceived knowledge outcomes or exercise positive influence on

- - P T . : . '
learning processes. He must restrict his strategiss to- protecting self-
) . . m . : L . Lyt
direction on the part of the student. - 7. O : )
. ‘ N - N . )
- . L D J
5. Formal - Structured — Directed: e . \ ¢

- ' -~ v ;T
. A teacher fails to protect self-directed learning when he pursues pre-

conceived knowledge outcomes in a way which is infended to make the student °*

-
. AY

¢ 3

Lt

intellectually dependent on his authority position.

- Q
+ . R PO P . . .o T -
’ v ) .. R > s T i ’
- o . During the second term of the project we asked teachers to identify which
A\ > . v , . - . s IR \
- of these theories guind their own practice and tb test the extent to”

_» DL .
-

| . . .’° \ .. . .
which the theory accurately described, it. ‘For‘exaﬁble, if a teacher

v ¢ 'Y s

o ' became aware that he was adopting a structured - -guided éﬁproach he

would know that theory 1 was,tending*to guidé hislﬁractice. He could then

test the extent to which it was being réa&iégd by assessing whether his

/ .
-

) -~ T . v . “.a'
approach actually protected and fostered self-directed learning, If it

v
> ~ -

didn't thenhe was in a position where he mneeded to generate new theory.

. O . 5 : ' . B
FRIC 5, . R . o T .

| oS - R ’ . ’ ) e - o

.
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The schema outlined was‘qFrlved emn1r1ca11y and describes a number of

theories which actually informed our teachers'

~

practlce.

~ - .

However, 1t,

-

-

. - ran y . s C .
does not represent the full rgpge of theories®’it would be logically possible

.

to develop about the frelationships between teachers categories.

. oo -
the categories in terms of all their logically pessible combinatiofis we®

’

eventually producedthe fol{gving typology of practical theories:

~—

By relating

v

L ‘\. ( -
« .
’ Informal \ o Formal . ‘
. N . \\\\\
Structured Unstructu}ed . Struftured t:ﬁhstructured
/ \ Open Open / / \ . Open
Guided Dlrected -ended , yGuided ended Guided Directed ended ~ Guided
L2 3 g 5 6 7 8 '8 15

<

Not all of these. ten types could possibly guide practice in the sense ofw
reflecting teaching patterns a teacher might want to realite.

reflects both unintended as well as intended outcomes of teaching.

i

v

3, 6, 7, 9 and 10 indicate gaps between aspiratiops‘and practice while

I

1,2, 4, 5, and 8 indicate the Tealisation of the tchchers'

For examphi,&nftype 7

-3 .

5.

' protect self~directed 1earn1ng while pursulng preconcelved knowledée

v -

"structured - guided' signifies an attempt to

~

’

’

h)

outcomes. Howeyer, the-Phesence ‘of the<third categbry,

K

'formal'

indicates that guidance fails to protect self~directed learning when

teaching is structured.

v

.

vy e

>

*

-

" L 3 . . .
We found that a large number of our teachers operated with-the theory

.

»

The typology

Types

intentions.,

.

that it was possible to ptotett self-directed learning anmd pursue presg?céived

knowleﬁge outcomes at the same timq:(type 2) if ‘they adopted responsive

. ' .
i “ Zd N “ ' ° ’l
Ty . v - .

-
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(guided) ratﬁerthan directive methods of teaching. However—/on reerct1onA\
, - * v
" many” of :kem dlscovered that the structured-guided approach did not work.

> ‘

"

<1 ) ”
They became aware that such approaches unintentionally resulted in students

[

- . . <t \

= classroom (t§pes 4 & 5).

A\

remaining in a state of intellegtual dependence oh their authority
. s .

position. As a result the theorj implied by ‘the formal - structured -

- ¢
5 /\.;
* guided assoc1atlon "(type 7) began to 1nform their practic® and was™* |
- N . hi . t -

1nm11c1t in a switch to a more informal-ynstructured approach in the £

- -
DY

. . bR
. : :.- . ) Vi
. - -
- I . . - » >
. . s . . . ) . O, .
It is worth pointing out the implications af the theor1eé—ref1eé€bd in
. ot

this typology. The value of self-directed 1e@rningwi§ implied by both

the formal ~ informal and” the

rected = guided - open ended sets of -+

. - »

categories. The former’set picks

N ) -
ut the extent ‘to which self-directed
N . - ' LN
learning is actually-protected while the latter picks out whether the

N

/ -
teacher is trving to protect self<direction. Both 'guided! and ‘open
v ' ]

ended' indicate a desire not tq intervene in ways which impose constraints
. . 0 ’ .
on self-directed-learning. If the theory implicﬁ{,in '}d&ormal -

‘structured - guided' (type 2) guides a" teachér'g conception of his

practlce lt will have normative 1mp11catlons for h1m. TFe truth ‘of the :
theory 1mp11es that he ought to adopt a”'struttured - guided' approach

in his classroom.,‘ﬂbwever, if he d1scovers that his theo*v is False, and
[ s .
that the 'formal ,structured ~ guidéd' pattern (type 7) tends to,hold Y

- .

inétead,,then he dpvelogs a new theory which implies he ought to refrain from
3 '\ \’

~

- 4 X .
adopting 'structuzed - gulded' approaches. The theories of teachers are

not value-free ané'implf*practi&al judgments about what ought to be \lone;
wh1ch is what makes them pract1ca1 theories. If teachers .are nat mod{fying

their teach1ng behav1our gver time one has good grpunds for assumlng that

they are not testing,and develop1ng theory. ) e - .
i .o .
j ) "f ! - . - . ¥ '”b Vot
o , =
The categories generated from our dLscuss1oﬁ5and 1nterv1ews wiﬁh teachers
& 2 \ lsz . i o e

.,
“n



. : + e ) o ° L] . )
- +._provided the hasis for theory clarification, testing, and development,
- . . £ 09 . v . ’ K
. ) in the project. They furnishéd a framework not only for discussions

between teachers but also for dialogue between teachers and ourselve
, .

So many past attempts-to'Brbquéwtﬁeories of teaching have been practic

. -

. - fruitless because researchers have refused to take into account the\pé}spéctiveé

L. ) of practititioners and to build theory from this standpoint. * They’

. .
- have all too often resulted in- the development'of ! theories' which were

. ~ N
. ‘ r

. \' ‘ . »r
largely irrelevant to teachers practical concerns, because'the concepts, in

N - L3N

. which fhey wereframed derivelfrom the researchers need to locaté theory

et

. LI

a value-free 'theoretical’ disci,;)lihe. But if . '
’ ' ; 4 v A‘ e - k3

within the context of

\

- theory- development is to have any practical sigmificance:for teachens it *° o <l
o . . . S e
must be Eooted'in those conceptualisations which ar.se out of their ..

’ . .. .. . P . ,'\.1 L
L) . practical.déliberations sout'what to do'. And these conceptualisations

-

will inevitably express an evaluative point of view. In ‘our-.view there
. - <

, B "y ‘. . \

. . can be no value-free educational reseach sinccayhat makes research »

. ‘'educational' is its centribution ta the development of theories which - .
N
. . . . k’. s, 1
+ have normative implications fore those who' are dgymltted to 'education °
. ' e a . )

S .
' . R )
’ . - . N r

o ' Criteria for Testing Practical Theories of Inquiry/Discovery Teaching -

e LTt e

- - -

Both at the initial ¢onference and in later discussions and interviews with
: - ) ) "o ..l . P e » ‘ - ";‘{
inquiry/discovery teaching .°

Lt . - 7 - ' . oo
teachers it was clear that they, characterised
’ ’ . ) Rl . Ty ’ ’ - “ . . ) s K - -\ i o

.-as an até?mpt‘to protect and foster self-direction in the learning situation.

.

-~

be conceﬁtually related to inquiry/diééove;y approaches.

This aim was assumed to
. o ¥,

.

In other woxds it was not possible for the teacher toAadopt the.approaéh

. .4 . ..
\~\ without attempting to protect and foster self-direction. The adoption of
TR . - ser S Ay

T

(Y

;{ . . N . .
. the approach logically required hinf to hold these aims. as his ends=in-view.

. - H 1,
Our teachers disagreed about whether other ends, such as knowledge outcomes

- . » RIS

. which ate extrimsically related to these approaches, Eod}d be pursued’ at

. . ' e . v
o the same time. But what was agreed was that for the inquiry/discovery
ERIC . T A A
. 7 o . ‘ CoL
_WJ:EME L ~ 12\)‘ : - a0 )

- - -

> . -
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‘teacher learning outcomes do .not necessarily justify means. Whatever

outdomes by wax of knowledge.are pursued the methods one adopts must

&> -

sat1sfy the cr1ter1a of protectlng and fostering the students ability to

» .

achleve this knowledge by his own powers of reason.
TRt P
L : < .
14

’

. »
. . . .‘ . \

. A . .. ‘o » I3 -
Pt is agalnst these crateria that thetlnqulry/dlscovery teachex needs

PR

to test the.J%{t of practrcal theories I have outllned 'However, self—

dlrected' learing 15 a rather abstnact idea and we thought e could help

.
b

teachers in the task of testing and develop1ng theory if we could analyse
-‘ \ N . —

it into moreé concrete criteria.

.

-
o
o .
T . °

There has been a’tendency for theorists to ‘view educational aims as end—'

productsd of learning and to try to analyse abstract ideas into more specific

o . . [N

hehaviqural objectives. However, in performing our analysis we were heavily

influenced by the philosophical work of R.S. Peters.on the nature of discourse
¥, - M =3 -
about 'é?ms' in education. His views,were first articulated in a seminal

- e y a
. .

P N . 9 ¢ .
paper p‘bllshed a 1963 ’ent1tled 'Must an Educator 'h~av,e an Aim?’

[

’Peters=argued thathlt is important not to confuse tivo qu1te distirct ways

.oy .« - R - & a - > - fe

of conceptuallsing aims in educataon. Sometimes a1ms are appropr1ate1y

v - 3

eonceived as productf‘or end-states. It is here that the‘language of
. . " & . % : o ) o' o . -
~obJectlves is appropr1ate. At other timessit is nore appropriate*to°ﬁiew,

] [N

aims -as clusters of values and pr1nc1ple§ of propedure whlch not (e} much

r

intended o s . v o
“define thehproducts ‘of teach1ng and learn1ng,act1V1t1es ds the mawner in

LY
. * B
* ' .

which they are to be performed.’ Peters argues: ..
.& N _-e . L ‘ - > . Ce ¥

v " . . ¢ .t - -
. . o . M [ 4
"Values are involved in educdtion not so much as gpals or end-products,
. - * . b ‘e ',\ A’; X ) “
* ., but as principles implicit ip different manners“aof proceeding or» .,
. . "' . ) . ' ( )
producing. . PRI . ,
' s '“ . 3

\\

rected learnlng should be conceived as a

’

"We believed that ‘*self

procedural aim of -this kind, and that if would distort its nature as

26 SR
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process. criterion to yiew LL as an end-pxoduct ox ohject of mastery by

L9
S
kit

N
,

PPN S

T mAma

N . [ M 3
students. There is.no end~state that can.be labelled tself-ditected' as

. opposed to 'other-directed'. People can be placed on a contipium but ,
. i 0 . .
judgments are necessarily qualitative. Students can become more paﬁher than

P -

less self-directed. But as a criterion it can never be fylly realised.

Objectives appropr@atelﬁ specify standarfls of mastery léarning. Students
. N .

-

. can gain mastery in terms of knowledge and skills but they cannot gain_

1

w

"‘mastery in self-direction. - The standard is an infinitely- receeding one.  ’

2
bl ’

The fostering and protection of self-direction then, is a criterion by

¢ - .

RPN S cos . A . .
. which a teacher can criticise his performance but it 1s never an asplratlo'
- L - [4

_.that can bt fully.realised. There 1giﬁ%%%§%ar11y an element of indeter-

: . .

. . )

mminancy in practical theorising about education procedures. Nevertheless we
. . ‘ . ¥

were convinced that the quality of teachers judgments could be en%anced by

. - .

LI . : Lo .
clarifying the values and principles implicit in the complex idea of

self—difectéd 1eﬁ5ning. . ‘ =

.
. .

It' is .pethaps no coincidence that the first person in the U.K. to launch a
major attack on the objectives model of practical theorising was also the first’
. - > \

.
. N .

person .to .operationalise RLS.Peters' views in a piece of practical curriculum

development. I rgfé%%i Layrerice Stenhouse the director of the Schobls °

council -Humanities Project. Stenhouse wrote: - .

"He adoﬁted a research plan based upon the specification of a procedure

[N 4 [ \

" of teaching which should embody the values implied in the aim in a form
- ;

,

. . & & c.f‘s‘ . .
which could be realised ip the classroom. This means that the changes

Vs

= which we specify are not changes in terminal student behaviour but ine

iy
-

* -the crf;eria to which teachers work in the classroom. These changes

-

are defined by enunciating certain principles of procedure or criteria

of. criticism which are Qﬁpressions of the aim, They ake, if you like,

. e 1
s . 10 ‘
specifications: of a f9rg of process."
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Following Peters and Stenhouse we set, about the task of analysing th
. . I A N *

; L N - . 3 A
“aim' of our teachers into procedural values and principles. But we

did so only after preliminary discussions with them about the values

T

they believed to be embodied in their aim. These discussions serve
oxentation points for our analysis, ’
' . : » .

. © D .

Viga‘suggested that the aims of 'protecting and ‘fostering self—dired'(e‘d

' learning', could be aﬁalyé@d into- the following stﬁdentw'freedoys':

(a) to identify-and initiate their own probTems for inquiry

(b) tﬁ ¢§pres3'theifcown ideas and develdp them into hypotheses

Co

(c) to test their ideas and hypotheses against relevant eviden

(d)

of others, including those of the teacher.
A

v *»

*

First, students must be free from external constraints on tHeir ability '

+

to exergiée\them. In other words, studénts must be 'free

- J

must also possess the necessary intellectual capacities/if they are to |
' e . . . - . * ’
exercise the positive freedoms. For example, studentg/ may be free from
%' . ’ 3 ‘ i L3 * . -
constraints on the expression of certain’ ideas but b# unable to express
¢ < TN— T ;
them because they lack the necessary concepts. The first set of conditions

v - '

we called extrinsic enabling conditioms and the second set intrinsic

- . \ .

enabling conditions. A

.

.
& .
'

The values which can be analysed from the aim require teachers who are
. * * ; Rl

orientated by it to proceed in the light of certain principles. These

‘ , 238
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prlnc1p1es Speclfy their role respons1b111t1es for creatlng the condltlons
- - 2
which are necessary for the Ej)llsaglon of the aim. The distinction

~
e 1
\

between extrinsic and intrin$ic enabling conditiqns makes it possible to

analyse the principles into two clusters. -The first clusteg/we called
: * . - !

negative principles because they specify responsibilities £ E/removing

- .\_

externaf\gonstraints‘ The second cluster we called positive principles

.
B

because they specify responsibilities for fostering the necessary |
- o - 14

intellectual capacities. . *

3 L4

Negative Principles ) -

> v

.~

Refrain from (1) preventing student$ from identifyﬁn and initiating

- . . f 'y -
their own problems . -
,~~v

(2 preventang students from express

.

g their own ideas -

and hypotheses .

AY

. f Qdrawing their own conclusions/from it - .
. . (4) restricting students™access to discussion N
LN ;-5 v ’ : .
N %, -
o, » . A - . »
Positive Principles. . . ‘ P
M . . « ‘ ‘ . o . .

. [2) .
: (5) help students to develop the capacity to identify and

A initiate their own problems =~ / Coe e,
» ! . . < * LV . 1 ’
T \ (6) help studénts to develop their own ideas into -
L, N B ’ — . .
. .. \ . testable hypotheses ~ ) D . -
N ¢ - . - - P - o A Y
. Eld . s e e st s e

N

7] help students to evaluate evidence in the light of

gLt \ - v - »
. , its‘,,r)elevgpc‘e, truth and sufficiency - : RS

(8} help students to learn how.to discuss L

. LI .o

It should be cle r that the negatlve lenclples prov1de criteria for
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The positive principles provide criteria for assessing the extent- to

7

vhich ‘the capacity for.self—dirébtion is being positively fostered by the
L v . ' . ‘ . )
teacher within informal learniné:contexﬁs. According “to our teachers

e N |- ’ s e .
the category,'informal' merely signifies independgence from teacher

; B
- 1

imposed constraints. It is a further question whether students are

.5 .

'free to' direct their own leariing within the informal situation.

i - ] ¥
. - T N

] §

About half-way -through' the second term of our work with teachers we

- .

11
circulated a document which included both the categories and. theories;

’ <
.

we had derived from discussions with them and the criteria for testing
. ’ . t ‘
theories we had analysed from their 'aims'. We hoped the document would
i ] o .
provide some guidelines for self~monitoring in the classroom. However,

we realised that it would ohly be usefil for those teachers who had

" already begun to question their q@p practlcal theories, Fortunately,

’

.

over the prev1ous nonths we had'%egun to make some progress in this

direction.

.
0‘ - . . .
. -

‘r'"Trlangulatlon as a Method of InlLlatlng Self-monitoring

. )
-
) v

During the first term of the projéct the need todevelop strategies

- -
>

hd - ” .
which would motivate the majority of 'our ,teachers to self-monitor their

4 AN -

.

practice became “apparent. We finally decided on .a more interventive
t . . LAl

approach than originally envisaged. It took the form of Clem Adelman and

-

myself initiating a triangulation procedure in, some teachers classrooms,  and

.

then circulating some full sets of ‘data gathered in this way to all the“’

other teachersign‘the project. Rea11s1ng that trlangulatlon can be a

R «
" threatening process we.only seletted those teachers we belleved to be

reddy. to hegin to- self-monitor their~prac§ice in some depth, and hoped

that they would also be prepared- to let qéher teachers have access to

. 2 «
oy L

the data gathered %n the process., We alsq hoped that the facﬁ that
t .

g .

”[mc

s T

*

»
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. [ / - e N s ) ’ .
teachers were prepared to give others aceess -to 'their problems'
. “~ &L
. * . /might motivate the rest to take .a deepef look at what they were doing;™ '
o T ' )

) o ajbeit by the use of rather gentler methods than full-¥lown triangulation.

/ .
!

! ome,
/
h

“y

: ¢ [ . / - . 4 .
. "9 i

/

3

- The idea of triqngﬁlation'developed out of a combination of Clem Adelman's

o

. ( igterest in Ethnomethodology, particular1§ the work of Cicourel and Cérfigkél,

Pl

-

) and my own previous attempts in the Humanities Project to help teapheré -
I e i3 .

¥

1 .
. Y / . o g . . .
compare their own accounts of classroomkdlscuss1oﬁ$W1th those of their

J

=N

students. T had f6éund teachers éxtremely reluctant in the main to elicit

[} . ‘ %

feed-back from students, and even those who tried were largely unable ’
to elicit honest accounts. The intervention'of 'an outsider' for the

°

, latter group was gssential to get the process going. It therefore

L came as no great surprise when we found teachers in the Ford Project were
i .

. . *either not trying to elicit their students accounts’ or trying s

»
. v ~ -

")

, unsuccessfully.
' - 3

Trlangulatlonzlnvolves gathering accounts of a teaching situation from

~

three quite differentgébints of view; namely,those of ,the teather, his
L N

. * students, and a participant  observer. Who in the 'triangle' gathers
e - . ' u ! ,
. the accoulnts, how they are elicited, and who compares them, depends

- . .
“largely on the context. The process of gathering accounts from three

.
*

distinct standpoints has an epistemological justification. Each point

) / ‘of the triangle stands in‘a unique epistemological position with respect
- - . ’ N

.

to access to relevant data abolt a teaching situation. The teacher is in.

the best position tqggain access via introspection to hi$ own intentibns.

. i AN i
« . and" aims in the situation. .The students are in the best position to

.
»

. explain how the teacher's actions influence ‘the way they résvond
in the situation. The participant-obsérver is .in the best position to

. .

N collect data dbout the observable featurls of the interaction between

‘ . . . % v
'
'

i nc S . ' L . .

N
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teachers and/ students'. By comparing his own account with accounts. from

o~

Ll

- .
T

30. . - ~ > S
N, 4 - { . X et

. ) - \; , [A
the two -other standp%}hts a person_ at one pbint of the triangle has an ¢
. ' o3 ¢ -

@

opportunity| to test and perhaps revise it on the basis of more

%ufficieﬁt data.

. .
. o A e

Because'?e were operating in a context where the teachers we selected

| 4

‘ A

| . el . |
had beenyqnsuccessful in eliciting honest feed-back from students the. .
l |

participgﬁt—observers (Clem Adelman and myself) took the initfative

' .

in collecting accounts’. And, because-‘we were primarily concerned .

I
4

with fo§tering self-monitoring in teachers the accounts were primarily [
b ’ e 4 - A ]

| .
collected for the teacher to study. However, we were aware of the

.potentihlity of triangulation as a research method which can develop

« > . B ..
research potentiality at all points of the triangle. The participant

' -

Lo, \ . . v
observer is able to check his own accounts against those of the teagher
\J

and Kis students, and whereever possible we encouraged teachers to
. . T \

involve students, in-the process of/ comparing the three sets of dat

N .
.

e

Triangulation can not only foste{\:;alogue between an outside-researcher
and a teacher—researc¢her. It can
. n - . . i

so foster three-way discussion a

develop research potential in students.

- .

The fact that we took the initiative for collecting accdunts, primdrily with !

. »*
P

the aim of developing the self-monitoring potential of our teachers in |
‘ \‘ > . o 1

- A @ . .

1
mind, @etermiged the techniques we used. We tended to have a post-lesson ‘

|

|

|

~

were recorded on tape). . This enablel’us to identify the kinds of data |
. . - - ° - . |

e . |
it was necessayy.to colTect from students if the teacher was‘to have an ) |
|

\

opportunity to compare two accounts of the same event. It 4ls

enabled
N .

|
. . . . ) - - - |
us to identify discrepancies between the' teacher{s account and purown l

[}

_‘which then proyided further criteria.for elicifing relevant,informafion

. - -f‘% )
from students. L : v{ﬂ .
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" The danger of interviewing the teather first is that it leads to an over—"

<

structured interview with the students and prevents them from focussing:

/

on‘their concerns-in a lesson. However, although we often had a clear

hd ~

A

N

.

in a fairly unstructured way, only 'homing in'

»

also less threatening to the teacher.,

view of the sort Gf information we required we tried to interview students

*
on the events we had in

< e
mind after some account of .them had been initiated by students. If the

.

¢ _students omitted any reference to them we tended to mention them towards the

~ /

T:ﬁd of the interview. Interviewing the teacher priof/to"thé,pupils is

He tends to feel freer to say what

he wants because h¢ is. not worrying about how the interviewer's questioni

< _are influenced by what the students have-said to him and vhether, his own

)

account is wildly discrepant with theirs. There-is also a danger that the

participant-observer ové‘structures his interview'with the teacher since

_he will‘tend to Qiew the situation as an opportunity for tésting his own

o !

_~ raccounts of events. Here again we tried to work from the teachers own

a

judgments abaut wh{ch features of the le

~

¢

sson were significant,, introducing -

'

our ewn 'agenda' when it matched his ¢f was a natural development of it.

: {

-
. ’

*  The participanﬁ-obserﬁer\51so exercised the initiative in negotiating the

+

Coo R . . . .
~teacherV§ access ta student accounts. He only interviewed students withthe

L3

S

’teacher's permission, and made it clear that teacher access would have to
P : .

[

be negotiated wigaﬂstudents., Prior to an interview with students we told

N _ 'them that we were after honest accounts' and that in order to ensure this

we would give them control over the teacher's.vaccess. Only on two

) ) \“ g o . - . —
*. occasions did groups of students (we normally intefviewed groups

#

selected by the teacher) refuse to giVe teachers access but many groups

P g « -

o

, wiéﬁﬁ C A

NS

.

-~

I

_ demanded some reassurance from teachers that they would discuss their

Y

accounts with them andnot react over-defensively to what was said.

'
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i

The participant—~observer$ had a significant role to play in cfeating,

' L ey F .
- conditions of trust between teachers and stgﬁénts. Students generally
. ; (i

1 ~

Thi's_ accounted for their reluctance to

feared their teacher's reaction.

give him,honest feed-back directly in the face-to-face situation. We

found.that when.a teacher was able to conform to the cenditions of access

’ N

negotiéted with students through us, and demonstrate dn open attitude
v .
-f ,
to their, comments, he was increasingly able to collect ‘théir accounts
ey - ) p . o ' - 7 . , ‘/\/.
without the %elp,of;the/partlcipant observer. Once He came”to appreclate

the value of triangulation the participant-observer could hand over much

. .
A ~

~
-

. : |
of the initiative for the collection of accounts.to him. As the project |
progressed we found that many of our teachers began to initiate

Y N 1 .
triangulation procedures for themselves. They cailed us in, told us what

to look for, and took the in1t1acb¥e in eliciting both ouf accounts and

casions they still asked us to interview

those of students; although on oc
_ students in order to check en thyﬁr own progress in ‘'getting homest feed-back.

. . | - .

|
It was important for the particiﬁant—observers in interview situations to

l

\

|
. ¢ '
|

»

. refrain from introducing their own views in ways. which inhibited the

. . -

|
. \ N
intervieyee's freedom of response. Formally we only gave tke teacher
.

access to our own accounts afterihe had given his.' Althéugh latet, when
| :

teachers began to exercise more contrdl over the triangulatioprprocess'
. g c] . | P
N - - ] .\ .

N

v ™ -

- and were more open to alterpativ] views, we were able te have a frank

exchange of. views with them it the post—lesson situation. The interview

situation became transformed int? one of discussioti. Teachers also

suspected that their students wodld tend to give us what 'we wanted' in our"
[ . ? .

.

jnterviews with them. It was thérefore important to interview in a way
Sk p o .

» .

which demonstrated to teachers that we were not manipulating students
Y ) ; . .

. - . 7. { . . ~

to give accounts which confirmed jour own. -
!q, > . < -

. . . % .
As participant-observers we were anxious not to. impose our own judgments

L4

¢
-‘ -
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. . .
goin at the same time, we used tape-recordings. If the clas@oom was
. ’ X - Q .

N Y N N s » E
. . Y ' - 3 7
‘ - AR - »

. " < ~ A ; 7}
on teachers. Teachers feel very threaténé&iLy people they perceive to

«accupy evaluation roles. Perkaps this stems from thé fact that much of

the teacher evaluation currently practiced gives -teachers few rights of

¢

reply and is fherefore pexceived to be a rather punitive activity.

Triangulation|places 'the outsider' im a ifferent‘lighga For it fequifes'f
. . . P -
him to p}acé is own appraisals of 2 situ.tion in*tgé context of alterna~
tive views, including thoge of the te&ached., However, there is a danger, K
when 'the outsider" takes the initiatiQe'in collecting ;ccodﬁtqg The :
/ R -’ :

sooner the teacher is able to take the initiative imr this respect the

-~ . .‘1\'5 -

‘bftter. But in the initial stages, when the teacher is unable to exercise

R 1 .
| . . i@

these initiatives, 'thg outsider' has to exercise them, and demonstrate

L

3

oo
-

by the way he proceeds his own openness to alternative vieys of a situation?
. E 3 -

) / ! . - - ) S
_ ? ) .
As well as observing, and in the initial stages 'interviewing, the parti-
: l: N . .
cipantrobservers recorded lessons. If the classroom was highly central-

~ ' g

ised, in the sense .that it was possible to momitor evegything‘that was

¢ . . .

o

.-—\dggfzzﬁgliged we adopted a tape—slide technique of recording developed by -

4
N

[ &

A A

" igterchanges with students &s he moves around the classroom. The pa’rti.
-t

s

Clem A.delman.13 The teacher wears a radio-microphone which picks up his.

& 5,

B . LS
cipant-observer takes photographs (pulsed onto the tape):which elp to -

B

1ally document

place the talk recorded in a visual context., He tries to v%é

- . -

\" . N . e -t
“'to whom the teacher is talking', 'when the teacher moves from one place

to another or from one student,or group to another', 'when students leave
: ’ . . e d
or enter the group. the teacher is,talking to', 'the nature of the task the .
: AN - , :
’ . . -
- teacher *is talking-to the students about ',
e . . ’ L T

‘¢ T
- - . .
Y .

-
.
-

We didn't use video-tape recordings.because the majority of our teachers

* r

Hidn'€§ﬁ§ik play-back facilities, The main function of recording was ta .

-

collect data to help teachers self-monitor-their situation. "So the #— .
- . ’

3

. .

. 3 5 - . e ) : s -
o . O
’ .

|
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B . . N R - - N < ”

~)' . - a
. . " recordinffedium had to be something which could be used ‘easily by

| teachers. The‘participant—observers‘récorHings.yere hsqd‘both in inter-
: view situations and by teachers when comparing accou

L]

interviews with teachers we sometimes adopted the device of playing the
- - 1

- - . P

& Y
s. In post—-lesson

tape-recording and allowing the teacher to stop it and comment: when he

wanted to. It helps him to 'reconstruct' classroom events and means that

~

* he has more than memory to go on. We also found it useful to adopt this

.

j " . . 13 13 . - - o 0¥ / '
. approach in interviewing with students, When comparing accounts record-
4 . v '

a4

ings are 'useful as a basis for checking. They provide behavipural evi-
L » ' -
. dence which can be used to falsify accounts, For example, if a student
~ - % «

. ) :
:

argues that his teacher was always pressing him to agreé with his ideas

Y
.

by constantly saying "Do you agree with‘that?' the teacher (or student
' i r

“ ) H .
or both) can turn to thefirecording as evidence of how often the teacher
N <

-
o

. a said this sort of thing. ‘ Yoo . -
L] -
T ;s w3 ‘ ‘ , f
We tried as much as p9§sib1el;o self-monitor our own conduﬁfJas‘partici-
. -~ *
.. )
pant-observers and interviewers within the triangulation situatiom. -We\
. . .
partly did this by.encouraging Egache£§ to

give us feedrback aboyt how
< they viewed our role., Here is one example of how égﬁé teachers_feacted
. ~ Y . .- ;

@

to triangulation material gathered by me: . -

tapes made during lessons, and
4 ¥ » ¢

of subsequent discussions about those lessors befweep John Elliott and

%

"Fhe arrival of the first transeripts of

-
t he .

the pupils in the absence of the.teacher was a Very important moment, .
. :ﬁ% ‘ , . -, - ,
for this was the first time ‘that the teachers had come face to face with

. . "facts' and evidence about their'own‘téachingf Not'dnly'thgt; but it was
~ - - S o
. apparent that the pupils.did not always see’'the teacher's aims in the

way that the teacher did, and adjusted their responses in lessons

> ° t ¢

[V : ‘ . - . »

accordingly. P . ‘ .’

e - - N -

oo
er " ,
S
A . .
.
.

. . . .
- ° > \ .
— L5
- - i
rorecrosieio enc) o g * : )
. . . .
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, : . : o

) of- courseg it could‘be that the pupils were adJustlng theiy Eezhonses to

case at 1east, a further

e
PR
+ % b

John Elllott 1n a §imilar way, and so in one.
3 L

discussion took place involving Johh Elliott,. the pupils and the teacher,

-
'

’ ) : e . .
From 'our p01ntf0f view this was a very important tape because 1t seemed

&,
3

ulﬁﬁ?' B , to show‘us just how careful one had to be in accepting'as evidenée the
. g “_Ronses of pupals in a group.sltuatlon w1th or withéut the .teacher, :

: y Notslthstandlng this, there was:certalnly food for thought in the tapes, .
. < . which were then d1scussed at central cqgferences w14 ‘ o ' S e

- A - .
Wb - rd o,
Es

d s

It is ev1éent from these remarks that the }nterviews with students

.

were a<j§ﬁrce ofconslderable anxiety. Teachers frequently c1ted the

L * o L4
collectipn of studant. data as that part of the process which aroused .

7 the greatest anxiety for them,

zs
L AT K
a
- '

.
+
[y
S v

- .

Here are some excerpts from one of the triangulation studies15 referred’

E
M s

L]
. PR

] -
to by the teachers quoted dbovey

- ' R ;/,,/ '
o Observer V’fho yég*know that you use the words "Do ye all agree?"

'
J

quite a lot? . .

-

Teache® No I didn't (pause) OK - I know I use that a lot.

.. - - - ~
o ' :
Observer \Three or four times, ’ .
} . i . .
. Teacher - I am asklng for assent. . -

s
N

A8

ST <,
‘Observer * ~ Are you? Is that what you are asking? \

.

o "j" .Teacher I think probably I am. I think possibly I use that when

I

4 : I don't get ...if I make a étatement and I haven't got

A S

i

: - a ... Idon't know sometimes if it is a rhetorical question

o :-n-:,._, 4

F 4 -
oxr whether it 1s a questloneI want an answer to or whether

P
- v

it is just a statement, but I make a statemeht and.l-hqpe

e

the response will come fron1jf:r<1f a response ddesn't come -

from it, you either Tepedt it in a different,way to a

.

- single individual and put them on the spot, or you perhaps

" Tt .
- = 3

ERIC ’ 371 . v
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e
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get qy@f it by saying OK or 'Do you all agree with.
z .
that?'. I suppose they cah possibly con me by saying
\ M

yes and carry on. It is somethiné I hadn't thought of.

& ¢+ Observer: " Do tﬁey all say yes?

-

"\) Téacher . Weli they didn't all say no. I’reckon if you take
' . i
) a non-negative approach. to be an affirmative, which is

perheps, a bi%g thing to do. I don't think you ought

.

s

to do that really. Yes that's naughty isn't it!

Observer.. Well the thing is I suppose when you say "Do we all

 agree?" they can say mo.’ .

Teacher I giv% them the opportunity to éay no.

. 1

,‘Observe? . . They can say no, but how do they see it. If they~see %t

-

T . .

:\\ as your seeking agreement .., . —— /-

IR .

. . Lo St
Teacher I think a lot of the time one must be ;eeklng agreement

... what I am trying to put forward i; what I feel to

be a reasomable statement; a true statement. Although

v
-

-I didn't £oday, I do in fict sometimes put forward daft

statements and you.do usually find‘that.they disagree if
theret is somefhing'gtupidg It wds a bit-tame today.— I

. mean you were coming in ®part way through a situation

which,wanted finishihg and therefore*I finished it. 1In
Ve . ' » 7 .
terms'éf them going away and doing thing$ - and I thought

" °

you would be more interestdd in discussion becaise of ™

the material you had got - yoéur recérding technique ...

N
,

» 4"

¥,

. @ - B :
Extra%‘ézrem observer's notes (written during lesson)
. ~ - A ' .
_ Look at old tables of results. 'What's happened?'Teacher asks sperific
pupils questions. When he disagrees raises his voice quizzically as if

. . ’, . . . . ¢
he disagrees. Question and answer., Hints. @hen right answer 1s given
- -

» -
it is reinforced by .the teacher. 'Right'., (guessing game) Do you all

33
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agree with that? Reply by one boy 'Mm'. 'yh'en Eoy responds in a way
which doesn't fit what teacher wants j&gwis chopped. People not epcouraged. /“
to elaborate on ideas, Wants to get them critical Gf Jahn Innes compost /

- . ./

manufacturer. Johp Innes made by pupils promotes gi'owtb better than
comhercial product. .Asks why paper pots are better than plasticq potfsl' -,

Of ten makes an interpretatﬂ'_on. Asks p»uﬁils if it is a 'reasonable gueés'. .
> N - o ‘-
< ' [ . ¢

P

4

Someone murmurs again 'yes',

* Interview with Pupils - -

Pupil But he“wouldn't ask 'yoﬁ wh'at'ygou think your conclusé.ons wer'
' 4 he'll p‘ut his own conclusion up on the board, and';ou have
] tlp, write it. He says do you agree, not always but he don't.

o want to rub ?'.t off so you just say yes to keep him Qui.et."d
Observer You s'ay ye; to iceep him quiet? - e '
Pupil _ Keep him happy i »
Observer There:was a time when h(la said he was malcingﬁgz guess-and he

asked you if you agreed whether it was a reasonable guess.
I don't know if you rémember_‘;tiha’t? ‘ - » A‘.
Pupils Yes . . \ ) . ' .
Observer  And one person said yes én@. everybody else kept quigt.' Now
what I want to kno{w is whether the person who said yes reall};
- ~ i
did agree ;'wifh him or just said yes becaPse they thought ‘he
. wranted~ them t;O say yes, and wHy everybody else kept quigt'{ )
Pupil . Well he would"have liked us to sé}; yés, reélly_, cause I mc.aan' ]
- you g;uld see it, ) . i - c;'
Jov . g =
Pupil If you'd said no you'd waste time arguiné viou'ldn'tqyou."; =
hPupil Yeh, if you ever say no he'll stand” there and just keel; on /.
. a;l_d on. . - 5 * f .
. Y
Pu‘pil - ~. He'll keep on t]l’\lﬁ you come to his way o'f tfhinking:.‘

.

s

39 .
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/_ ” J ’ A '~?L}Pil Sotit's l;est to say yes tb start with. ) - (_ -
; " ; Observer So-even if you did disagree when heasaid "Doyou all agrq‘e?" ‘
T you wouidn'éi - 7 | ’ "
. . . , 0
Pup11 Y you said no he'd keep on to you until you said yes. t
. o . Pupil’ " If you said no he's going to say why not. B °
. 8 Pupiﬂ,/i, And if you argued with him he'd®come round to the same :
°- . ’ . point where -you left ;off. . gi . /
;:pil Ba‘ck to his way of thinking. >
. S :
- . ' . N .
) ‘ ' L ﬁxcerpt from tape—recofdeAd .1es4son / o
o .Teacher ~ Yeh, do you ali agree with that? ' T )
M . . ‘ ,"_/ .
.Pupil Mm . ¥ p
e o ’lzeach\er What do you think Derek? I mean are you bothered'.’mv .
) ' .Teacherd . ++...Would that be the only thing you want to know aboqx:ga plant?'
S ‘ Pupii ' How to condition '/it\S,'ir-. L T . coow
Teacher Yeh, do you all agree with that? ) ‘ e g

The an‘xle{:y our collection ‘of students' accounts aroused was carried into

. »
"‘m

C '\10ca.1 1nte'r-school meetlngs. Those who had Been involved in the ";
' ﬁ triangulation studies discussed their experience with those who were not

M .
~ s

involved. . - ¢ & . -
N ) * .“ . ll -
R . 1 ‘- © S
Here is an episode 4 from one such discussion held during the second ) =
term of the project: *‘;5"’@ ' S ST CT
- . ‘ L. de . . . . ‘ < q. -, . \'
- Adviser Do children feell__@gy are being inspected in any\yay?
< . ‘ S “ ’ . R\ ‘
- Secondary et - o
! \ R Teacher (A) No I don't thl.nk so - they w111 often- open up w‘kth them,
< . . ¢ w‘&‘?u
. Primary’ Puplls wili open up with strangérs. who are Just inquiring.

* Teacher(B) ~ - R S gm
: Whereas they know the teachers are trying ‘to f1nd out wha,t

~
~ ° L3

. }hey know and therefore they try to give the coxjrect' response.
. [ NN

PR N P N . .
.\ * A, e
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Secondary . .... all that he (John Elliott) got from them was all
Teacher- (A). : _ o :
¢’ criticism of the lessons.

/

. LAY

SEcondary This attempt to get frankness can obtain complete nongense
Teacher (C) o '

°

from the, children gnd often means that later a more authoritarian

.
N

— approach has to be adopted with thém,
Secondary I feel that this .can cause trouble.
Teacher (D) . ) © 0 .

< . N ‘ ‘
Segondary - The children can in fact give false imformation. Children
Teacher (E) . oo :
do not talk frankly.

1]

-

>

!

*

Secondary Possibly children may like the idea that talking to the
Teacher (C) . ‘

project team reflects an unfavourable image. T whaq

extent do ch11dren realise the unlqueness of John Elliott's
Nt

‘Position? (as an outsider coming in to interview)

&

<
°
- — -

A .
Primary  It's easidr in the Primary School.
Teacher (B) ®

*

Primary . Yes in the Secondary School you have the problem of ado
Teacher (F) " :
: twisting of the evidence, etc.

- o N

' -
.

Secondary By what criteria does a ch11d get to know a teaeher’ Should™

Teacher (C)ée- i : .
we be Judged by those we don't want to be Judged»by” =

Primary Childién’ are used tg v;s1tors. I've had no trouble. .
Teacher (G) .

Secondary Do children r eallz saz what/they flean in the Primary School?
Teacher> LE) : .

' Primary . They try to reason out the correct response they ought to make, o

Teacher (B) . ' g . :
t
. ‘ . * )

< Primary. Young children cannot rationalise thé problems we are posing- —
Teacher (F) . ’ . - T
to-them. They are not capable of making true judgments on €

. ‘ . \ © M 1

effectiveness of lessons ., . . etc.

1 4

13

’

Secondary I have heard on tape some' quite sens1b1e Judgments.
Teacher (F) »

-

-

Primagy They become more cohérent as they move higher up the SChQOl
Teal¥er (F)
. \ o }. : ‘4.L

L}
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' . 0.

»
.

. ' Primary They still tend to give responses you expect.
Teachier (B) . ; .
‘ <
Primary Press the ted button and you'get the red response, » .
. < Teacher (F) ' . -

. ‘ : . i
We only attended -the local inter—sc¢hool meetings on reduest, because

-

wrr we felt that our absence would allow teachers to feel freer to criticise

: our role. The above verbatim account was.sent to us by the Local

. . : . % p . .
Authority Adviser who chalred the meeting, having first obtained the
permission of the teachers to do so.
N \ t
= ' Y .
At the end of the second term we tried to summarise and respond to ipme

- .

of the feed-back we were getting:17\ .
. . i\

" "Some \teachers felt that John'Elliott's questions were rather biased towards

»

[N

= . seeking criticism and that this distorted students real Attitudes towards

«
»

the teaching. N .

He agrees with this criticism and in the light of it has'tried to make

. his questions more open. The reason fow‘the biased questioning was that .’

Pl .

he was trying to document classroom problems which could be related
=y

A L)

to the ways teachers influenced student responses.

o ey -
-

~

-

.o : A . . . *
Some teachers felt that the students were manipulating us and using us as

a vehicle for destroying the teachers se1f~esEeem, by‘éiving us fake -

L] — . -

accounts of their.interpretations and assessments of the teacher's .
- ¢ . " -
. .performance.
N ) ' ’ . -
. . *‘\ PN

This is certainly a possibility.of which we were aware when -playing back
4 - , .

- [
-

student accounts to teachers. Whenever possible we digcussed this with

" -~
. .

teachers. . - . )
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- N L4
%, R R 4 h + . .

O

g

L - . o - - ’ L3 . . . . 8 . °
2 Some teachers felt that we did not interyiew a representatiVe sample
+ - - 2 R > . ° B
N LN i s . . ) : .
. of pupils to get a valid picture of the-problems. A
P ~ . s s e . , , _ ’ .
. T / B
End Y -— = °
. . .-

We were not concerned with such a sample,.hecause we wére not trying .to

g . . ' p ’ . . ! o‘ .l
elicit "a class view'. Usually we interviewed groups of students whom
. , I
; rteacher? had selected as presenting particular difficulties. We some- .

. - )
times interviewed 'no problem' students in order to compare their

» 7 A 4

“ oo . © accounts with 'problem' 'students. We did ask teachers to select

'prob}em' students on the(aséumptiaq that they preSented pﬂgéacleS’to the‘
re.alisatio\n‘ of teachers'aspira.t:ioné‘."' . : "

° . N . ’ l s
Triangulation enables the teacher to make some a sesspment of his ability
to seif-monitér.his zéaching situation. The more congruent h&s oqﬁﬁ

»>

*

. accounts are with those of students and the participant—-observers ‘the more @

objective he is likely to be. This doesn't mean that agreement necessarily

indicates objectivity. It merely means there is a prima facie case to be’
[ . . -

Ay

. R . . ‘r . - ’ N .
made . for the objectivity of accounts which are agreed unless there 1s .

» evidence to the contrary. We would for example,be suspicious of any consengus

-
.

which tended to suggest that no gaps exist between the teachers performance

°

and his aspirations. This would 'suggest that.both the students and . ‘

4 E

- the participant-observers accounts are distorted by their desire to

. . 4 -

. -
reinforce the teachers delf image. ‘

7 }l‘%‘ . ‘4
y - ’ £ - N

Also, an absence of consensus should not be taken to necessarily indicate

that the, teachers account. is distorted by subjective factors. Majorities

.

are not always right. Some evidence for assuming that a teacher's account,
- y - ! Lt N ¢ M

-

even if it is not congruent with others, is relatively objective would be

its tacit acknowledgement of a gap between aspiration and practice. Such

. 4 v

- 3 e 40 - -
acknowledgement would suggest that the natural tendency to idealise practice

3 - ~ - . . ..

-. . ) . ({i‘ A- ‘43 - " RN - :
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agreement and

-

Some of the early

[

:—.“

4.

had been resisted. InAconcluéion then;

*

}

{

I would simply assert that '
¢

[}

disagreement can be assymed to indicate objectivity and

’ .

on respectively, %qu,in the absence of ary evidence

)

“

iangulation studies I have described were, with

teachers

involved and their headteache

rs, circulated ~

: the permisgion of % e
\ EX L3

discussiord at

M______.i .
.

t

_

our in

At this conference th

a

“These~conferences were

+ S

second one several trans

\

"It soon becamd apparant

-

o

.
a

Here'ﬁ%%ohe:teacher's agcount ‘of the

-

|

.

~

)

. -

- three tape—slidé cdmpiTQiESnS’provided the raw data for discussion.’

rim conference at th

theories of the teachefs studied.

"
¢

°

N

conference experience:

\

\

a new ‘experience for the teachers.

.that the teachers at the conference had become ~

to other teachers iﬁ the project. They also brovided-the basis for
\ . .
e end of the second term. .

were used as daga for testing.the practical

scripts of various lessons, together with

Wty

W

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,much more syﬁpatbet%q t?wards thi teachets and children depicted on the
tape;siides than they h%d beeé,at the\pfevious conference. One of

our members felt that.ﬁé.was geginning to see.his teachiﬁg in a different
way. H? was.éblé to locate ié within the general ;pectrum 5f the‘various'

Ly

s " - N

inquiry/diséovgry app%oéches heing adoped b& proiect teachers, using terms

- ’ . . s Y N p
that were‘beginriing to emerge as a shared language ~f6r describing‘and
. L . v - . @ - . «

»

- = > - . . - ~ - »
‘talking about teaching e.g. formal/informal, structured/unstructured,
guided/open ended. Whether tkis is 'going to prové valuable to him
remains to be seen, but it s ‘certainly true that he is thinking far mpre

B '

about the way in which he is teaching. Indeed the value -of this research

to us may lie' in-the analysis.the teachers make of their methods and their

® Loe .
whole apptbagh to teachings" A18, 4 '

N . . - - .
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e . - -

. A conference observer from New Zealand poted:

[ .
"On several gccasions I noticed considerable tensiqn in some of the ' |

w:

teachers. I suspect it was due to their récognibion of the gulf that

: existeéd between the realities of their day-to-day teaching expériencé

. . and the ideal inquiry/discovery environment which was unfolding. at the

. \ - N\ . . .
* ." conference. The tension was\associated with defensive stitemedts of

L n

“the type: < o

- -

'No one can do in:uiry/discovery all the time', .'I teach «..lrigidly -

because I feel children nqed to be taught skills so they will avoid

)
N .

. . §
. frustratton', 'some methods are better for only some children', . ,
"there's: nothing new here ... primary schools have been doing it all -

. . 4
along'.’

et I estimated that foughly half of the teachers showed this kind of

. " . . . 1
: reaction at one time or another.",9

N
' . - - to
B 14 N

. The circulation of triangulation data around schools, discussions

-

between teachers at local inter-school meetings, and the experience of

. the interim conference began to take effect during the third term. Many -

'3 -

teachers began to feel freer to 160k‘at, and share, their own classroom

problems once others had demonstrated a.willingness to do so. We - ‘

. o @

. . . iR s
) - discovered the crucial fole local inter-school meetings and central o

¢ d 3

. ol
- conferences played in this xespect. The school based teams, with two,

.

. R}
. ., nuotable exceptions, collapsed as a basis for sharing ideas and classroom
. - o . R
- data. This was partly due to lack of institutional support’and partly
! ' . - . .
. to the fact that in secondary schools feélings of inter-departmental

competition prevented the members of the inter-disciplinary teams from

-

) exposing their teaching to each other. Teachers feélt more able to share
. . . .

s their ¢lassroom data with teachers from other schools. Here tape-slide

el

.
s -

. recordings proved to ba an invaluable tool.. Some teachers werc able to

i .

N 'take their ,classrooms' to the local meetings and discfiss the ggents .

Qo ’ : kA

4
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iecorded wffh'teééﬁﬁrs from othér project schools. With the qcllapse

of* school based teams the 1oca1 mcetlngs became the main setting for

. sharlng,ldeas and experlence for the majority of the thirty teachers
~ \

’

", ' whobby this time remained attached to thé project.

- ) ' r %<
. I ¢4
- LY
During the third term about twenty fouxr teachers were actively engaged
. ' . ;

in studying their own teaching in, some form. Only about six adopted

® . #% the full blown triangulation method but the others, began to use some
of the methods origianlly suggested at the 'launching off' conference.

Some tape recorded lessons or parts of them regularly, others kept

. T
. ffeld notes, and ‘thére was an increase in the general effort to obtain
\ honest feed-back from students;w ot -
. - . .

Initial attempts at obtaining student feed-back took an-interesting o
“ .

form. Rather than collect students' interpretations and judgements

about a partlcular situation many teachers unw1tt1ng1y 1nterv1ewed or

. ., ¥
"r RN

-held d1scuss10ns at the more abstract and lbss threaten1ng level of

-

A pedagogic theery. For exahple, rather than ask students "To what extent
=® ’ ' did T restrict your freedom to choose your own problems?' tHere was a
‘ tendency to ask 'To vhat extent should teachers allow you to choose your

- 7 own problems9' Such discussions were “valuable 1nasmuch as they clarlfled

for the teacher the value—systems of their students and thereby helpeg

o
- -

’ them assess somegﬁg the proéblems and possibi}ities of ptotecting“and :

-
. L x
+ - < g%

fostering self-directed learning. They also gave teachers an dpportunity

. .
° v . a

-

to clarify and discuss their own educational values with students.
Discussions about pedagdgic values appeared to he necessar; befdreg;eachers
felt ‘ready toixnvolve students in thé more concrete activity of lesson
anal§sis; . -

. e ¢ - . . i
.

- In general teachers teé%%d to find '"their own level' of research
sex . K . )« - v B 4
. . . . “~ . L .
O ‘ . - .« : \ 4 D .l )
ERIC o ] e
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activ{ty. They adopted methods which produced 'illuminating' but not
. ‘overvhelming' data. They worked from the least to the most threétening to-

.

gradually. Our observations of this process_suégestedAthat triangulation

" should appropriately come at™the end of attempts to develop self-monitor-

“19_ R . - ' : * ‘

RS ing Dotential with ¢ teachers who'are largely unreflective about their
. !

. practice,  We would in re9rospect suggest that teachers need to work through

the follow1ng sequence of act1v1t1es.’L . .

¢

1. Listening or viewing recordings of their teaching situation. - .

- * 2. Llistening or viewing recordings and thes systematically trying. to

. -note sglient patterns in their classroom behaviour. ’

. - ~ - . -

3. (2) plus dialogue with a part{cipantﬁobservec. , .
1 ‘ .

4, (3) plus dlalogue with students about pedagoglc values.'

1 - K

-‘; ° -5, Trlangulatlon controlled*by part;c;pant—observer. 4 ..

+ >

. 6. Triangulation controlled by the teachera - . . s
. . ' ‘\V’At the end of this process teachers should be able to act as participant-

observers in each others classrooms. Indeed during the second half™

e
.
@

, - - @
of the project we found an increasing number of tedchers able to de & o

thid productively. Their mhin problem again was gaining opportunities,
: e

—

in their schools t6 do this. If these opportunities are not structured

. ! ’ . * I/
- A . - .
., < . e .

- . 1into the sehoql_tlme—table the prospect of teachers being able to giveg -
» . each other this kind of support is rather gloomy. And in the U.X.
- _ there are few roles {nathe educational sygtem which can be developed

]

to-provide sue@‘participan&;obsegyation support, at least at the-level

r

\

at which it needs to be sustained. ] - v .

ERIC ~ R
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. monitoring isfalso a criterion. In consciously changing his practice

"theory in order to be said to havé devtloped it. _— -

_constraints by indicatinf the idea he wants expressed. ¥

, 4. - | S ¢

Developing Hypotheses from Clasgroom Data .. ' . .

The data collected by triangulation and other methods enabled teachers,

‘in dialogdefﬁﬁtﬁourselves as‘participant—observers,to clarify and test
. : , >

the theories implicit in their practice. As a result some teachers

generatad new theories. Since ﬁractical theories have normative
implications one would expect these new theofies to be reflected in
B , i1 - .
conscious changes in‘teachx':rtg*approa,cI}E:.,i This is an important point
§ . RPN ¥ 3

< 1 > . L3
with respect to the teachers rolle in theory development. The ability

- - ’ 4

to explicitly formulate theories is not the only criterjon for

assessing a ‘teachers ability to participate in theory development.

The fact that a teacﬁeﬁbmodifqu his teaching'as a result of self- .

-

- ¢ .

4

he will have developed a new theory which will be.implicitly ;eflected'

. . <

in it. Since a theory, genexated from self—monitorihg will be'consciously
. -
held a teacher should be able, ‘when called upon to do so, to make

?

. . s . . g
it explicit. However, he need not necessarily havgﬁ%gwexpllcate a practical
o .

‘ s -
v
i
- - i .

¢ b ‘

— .

“

Ishall‘now’uSe the triangulationégata quoted previously to illustrate

how a teachet can use it to clarify, test, and generate his ‘own theories

- . -
of inquiry/discovery teaching. ' -

I

The students argue that the teacher imposéé constraints on their freedom
to express their own ideas (See principlé ounder 'Criteria for Testing

f ) . . =
Practical Theories). They cite on their own initiative the behaviour

?

'Do you all agree with that?' as a way in which the tesacher imposes

°

. | L —

o

The participant-observer notes both teacher behaviours which appear to

»
.

indicate the outcomes desired and student responses to these behaviours.

«




R - _ » %‘ . - T °,
} .- He notes the "Do you all agree?' behayipur and students respenses to it. ;

. ‘ e ‘ °
N .

His observations are supported by the;necording. The teacher also accepts T

//ﬁhat_he éayé "Do you all agree with that?" frequently, and‘describes the

o intePtibn.behind'it as™Nlasking for assent". Graduallyzthe normative

w * -

o
1mp11cat10ns of hlS practlce begln to dawn on h1m, "I don' t think you .

ought to do that rea11y Yes that s naughty 1sn(t it

.
Y A
- - v . -
. c
.

. .
‘ ’
. The study of this triangulation data conV1nced the teadher, that in spite

. S

s
-

v

. of his professed asplratlons-to;melement 1nqu1ry/discovery approaches .
-

his. teach1ng was in fact formal - structured - directed gnd that ‘ .
behaviours like "Do you all agree with that?" delibergtely fostered:

. . . 2
his students gependence on his authofity position. Having clarified and
. ° *

.
.

. : tested the theory implicit in his practice in this wqy he later dramatically

«

. ' _ switched to an. unstructured-open ended approach which he hoped would =,
proLect the self-directed 1earn1ug of his students. His conscious - ;
switch to a new teaching approath reflected¥the development of a new .
% . ) ) : ) - o '
% v -

theory, the applicability of which would require further self-monitoring.

ie.
-~ ’, N

- IS
, -

° . -

The -conscious development of new practical theories from self-monitoring

we’ cdlled 'hypotheses', to highlight the.fact that they are qﬁén to - "

v

experiment. If a theory is held unconsciougly, as it was initially by

- *
. —_
D ¢

the teacher cited, it is not to experiment. But once it is
‘ L4
consciously he€ld by a teacher it is so open. ' - ’
3 . N 'v N ) M',

%,
8t

-

From triangulation and 6ther classroom data we began to identify those

~

v &

practical theories’whieh not only applied in individual instances'but{alsO‘
P ]

appeared to have a more general applicability. These were identified ~ T~

fnem our dialogue with some of the‘égagheré. ﬁﬂ\formulating them as

- f \ ,

'general hypotheses'??%nd then circulating them to all teachers, we hoped
R .. \ , -

they would provide a focus for, self-monitoring activity. In exploring the

e | 49 ’
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.

L4 ‘ - » - v
applicability of the hypotheses to thedr particular situation teachers .
WOuld necessarlly have to clarlfy and tesL their own pract1ca1 theories.

s

° : We rea11sed there was a danger that Leachers would not. test 'the
ﬁypotheseé', but simply accept oi reject them in the 1ight of theif,

Ly . k3 L4 X k3 L4 A k3
perceived conslstency or 1nc0n31stenc§>w1th their own theories.

14

However, this danger was somewhat reduced by the fact that .the first

’ .  batch of general hypotheses were only introduced towards the end. of

{w - v - - N . e °
<. the second term whem an increa®ing number of teachers had already\\
. . , ) ? ¢ . . » - -J L)
started to engage in some form of self-monitoring. . ¢
‘ . In other words many of the teachers had already begun to ¢larify and test
“ b S o v
- their"practical theories. » :
L . . w., / .
» . o PR . . - ‘.

- o .

The general hypotheses introduced during the course of the project were
as fellows: ' . ! , .

1. Teachers®are unlikely- to move away from a formal sjituation if they adopt
\ s WM% ] R . Y ¥
sho?t*term ;Fructqfed~agp§pachesﬂ Y fﬁ . SN

ta

¢ The adgption of %jshort—term structured approach will end to’'plunge the
. : " . " - Y : :
teacher. into oﬁe~§f two possible dilemmas. First, students may adopt a
’ .o 2 . .

. ' 11ne of reasonxng which takes thelr thmkmvg in a different direction to

]
A -~
N ¥ Een ‘ ’ y

the one the teaéhe; wants’ 1t to go 1n. leen he has set h1mse1f a limited
ffv’i @ -, hd 0

time in which to ach1eve his obJectives * the teacher e1ther has to make

. <

his objectives more 1oﬁg—term or exerf more control over students’ R .
| redsoning. In opting for the latter he inevitably increases the %tudents

lntellectual depéﬁdence on his author:ty pos1t10n.
. ] * -

-
— . .

1 " . . . 2 ,

! - i N - . .
. / . s : |
. . Second, studénts may fail to do much reasoning of their own at all,, \\

1 -
¢

i < - . . *
‘ Again, in order to irealise his objecti'ves in the time set, the teacher -
td ) ~ . EA - :
X
|

J may lead students tbwards them by proyiding them with hints and clues.
. ¢ - ~ L2

/ In this way, 'a guessing game' is initlated which caters to studénts :

/ s ¥y ;‘ - ' ) - . m

/ - dependency-needs inasmuch as it involves guessing what the teacher. has

o . - T A ) S
- ERIC ~ . ou S -
an . S 1 L}
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*1in mind.gg_ ) . \\5 - . ;-

. . R .
. . N .
. , ”

2, In order to cut out 'the-guessing game' and move from a formal to an

~ «

. AT ’ . - ‘ .
informal situation teachers may have to refrain from the following

~directed .
o  behaviours which tend fo_indicate a structuréﬁ“awwrvach "to. studénts: *

¢ - : . N

(i) Changing Topic

;#wf - When teachers [change the topic under discussion they may\prevent. pupils

from expressing and developing their own ideas, since pupils tend te

- . i

interpret topic changes as attempts to get conformity to a particular

. line of reasoning. _ o . _ ‘

o .

(ii) Positive Reinforcement - i A
4 - Utterances like 'good', 'interesting', 'right', in response to" ideas ;
T . . v
expressed can.prevent the expression and discussion of alternative -

. v . v \
. . ideas, since pupils tend to interpret such reinforcement as attempts

‘ ’ ’
_to legitimate the development of some ideas rather than others.
- , .“ﬂ:ﬁ: )
(iii) Selective critical questioning ™~ ..* o

When teachers ask critical questions to some pupils, rather than others ‘ k

. . . ' . . & L )
they may prevent the former from developing their ideas, since such

~

-

questions will tend to be interpreted as negative evaluations on the ‘

ideas expressed. -

(iv)" Leading questions-and statementsg

- . N 7 ~

Questions and statements containing information about the answer the
teacher 'has in mind' may.prevent pupils_from developing their own o

. ideas since they will tend to interpret such acts as attempts to’

constrain the diregtion of their thinking. ) .
L s _
(v) Inviting Consensus :

- ’

~ VWhen the teacher responds to pupils ideas'with"questions' Jdike 'Do

you all agree?', 'Anyaone disagree with that?' he will tend to prevent

.~ e i -

~ % the expression of divergence because pupils will interpret such 'questions'
, S
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" ag dttempts to impose a consensus view, e
7 - T
< oy . ..
(vi) Question/Answer Sequences ' n

B Y .
When thé teacher always asks a .question following a pupil's response *

to his previous question, he may prevent pupils from introducipg. their
. . &
own ideas. They may interpret such patterns as attempts by the teacher

to control the input and sequencing of ideas.

.

(vii) Introducing Factual Information ,

When teachers intFoduce factual information ig/ person, either in verbal
. ) i B t

. or written form, pupils may be prevented from evaluating it, since they

- v

will tegd to interpret such interventions as attempts to get them to

accept|its truth, ‘

(viii) Not Inviting Evaluation

- 2

~

When teachers do not invite pupils to evaluate the information they are

- -

studying pupils will tend not to criticise~it beca?;e they interpret

>

the situation as one in which the teacher does not want criticigm.

<.

. ' R K ) .
> -
It is perhaps wo;th\goggﬁing out the ssmbolic-interactionist perspective
x -

fies
5 .

v

reflected in the formulation of the above sub-hypotheses. The influénce o

R

interpretations of his behaviour.,

3

E; the teacher is exerted via students

an

fnteryiews';nd discussions with students elicited the rules they apply

in interpreting what teachers mean by what.the§ say. By studying such

data one can come to understand how teachers often ﬁnintentionally impose
constraints on self-directed learning. The student data reminded ’

teachers that 'good intentions' are not enough. These intentions have
y .

‘o be clearly indicated to students. And if students

.some behaviours with particular intentions the .teacher may need to

strongly associate

e

4

change his behaviour repertoire in order'to make his intentions clearer.’

‘
©L . 2 - , '
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Teachers' adopting long—term structured approaches in contexts where

stodents are psychologically depenéent on tham are ‘less likely’

>

to move away from a formal situation thap teachers who adopt

~

~
[ .

unstructured approaches.

- »

v

« -

When students are psychologieally very dependent on- the' teacher, the
teacher may only be able to decrease that dependency if he ,convinces

his students that it is impessible for them to get the answers out of

]

him. Any indications they have that a structured approach is being

.

- adopted, even in the long—term, will encourage them to devote much of

[NEEN

their energies to getting the answers out of the teacher, ' ’ .

- - ’

- - 2 .

s L ¥
\ -

Of course; a teacher may try to-convince stwdents that he hasn't

1 - ’
'any answers he wants' when he has, but an honest response to the

situation described would be to pursue more unstructured aims.

©

B

»

In order to adopt convincing unstructured approaches and thereby move

avay from formal situations it may-be temporarily necessary to adopt

-

oggneﬁdbd rather than éuidéd me thods .,

-~
' l ‘

Guidance within a structured approach tends to take a different form

.

.. to guidance within ,the unstructured approach.” A clear indication of

v

this difference can be found in the language of classroom questioning.

\

Within the structured approach the teache:sjﬁuestions tend to be subject

—

focussed whereas within the unstructured approach they tend to be

"+ person focussed. For example, compare the following two"excerpts from

.
~

the lessons of two teaché?s using the materials of the same curriculum

~

project (The. Schools Council Science 5 - 13 Project)

a) . iTeacher What's happening? -

CGITL . Diséppeéring like Alkaseltzer. -

Teacher What does that mean — it if disappearing like Alkaseltzer?

N 53
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Girl - - Disappearing in the water. : A B

N : - } 3 : N : . .
g Teacher What do you call that then, when something disappears
L SR . . ‘ . . ! v
T M in the water ... Doés it disappear altogether?
. - * . ’ ) ! T ' ‘ ' -\
. — - . Girl No. . . e N .
’ - M , - hd L o
’ - Teacher ~  VWhere is it? A . - ‘ ‘ ~
s o ".. “a» . .’:.' . . . . . a( . LI . ® i
L . Girl™ . # ... inside there and ... 1 - .,
. . p . ¥ < - . . .. .
> . . . et .
+ Jeacher =+ Have we lost it Christine? Have we last the ammonium
< . \ - . . * ' . X -
o S chloxide, ~"we have.lost it - it has.'gone, ,v‘ge‘ have got
% * . » . i v . . ) ’ ) .
none left; where is it? .. N . '
- - . coa K o CT . - N .
‘ . ., Christine It has dissclvedin the water. ST . .
‘ Teacher ; ... what is this? s .. . . T 4
' . Christime Substance. .
oo _Teacher Substance® i . : . ° ot - . .
: oo AR A . Y ' :
N : . . “‘" . \‘%ﬁt bl i ‘ \ i ' n, v !
- Cl)l’;'l,}stlr@ - Oh sorry. > - < - . &=
' . | ; . .
e Teacher - So what have you-got hete?. o .- )
¢ "4 ' . . -
. Christine A solution. L . ‘ R
— - . N E . . ™ \. © .~
Teacher ‘How did you get a solution Christine? .
- Christine ° By, putting thd ammonium chloride in. - o -
- . LT r® ¢ P .
. o Teacher ' And what ha\s\happened to it? o c .
’ . v G
; - . . N S R * ® . B -
| Christine Lt dissolved. y . . Sy .
s 5 . i . ’ ‘ N e
* . Teacher So how do you get a sdlution? Dissolving something in - ’
-.A "‘ . . ’ : ) .~ T - - . ‘ ) 4
Christine . Water. e .o . .
N ) ' . . - . e o .’\\ N
b) Teacher Now what made 'you decide -to build this one? h
. ' ‘. S - T .
) Boy Because a trianglé shape is better than a straight one. ] o
* 3 . v . » -, T 5
Teacher ~ -How do you know? : ' B g
) . ¢ - . N
> . Boy . A-straight one .will crack, it will ga like that, Wer are
- i ' . . - - ;aj ) ‘Y *
’ ' going to have one straight support.. ‘ ' . '
" Teacher, .One straight up the middle. What has been your biggest
- problem with this? . . . i ¥
Q ' . - . T - K
ERIC* - O4 - . L
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.

o Bown o Well they sﬁp and the sellotape sometimes”‘comes off.
e \_ i |
% o Teacher So how cafn you overcome the problem? -7
S0 * Boy. . - We haven't really, but we have made it. .
O ° . Boy *  We have got some string:
s i
Teacher Good. ] T . — .
I . .
,/ ’ Notice that in one excerpt the~teachers language refers to an objective
T o “ L “
e event the students are being asked to explain, while in the -othexr excerpt
i £ I3 -

. -

- 4
the teefchers language refers to-the students own mental processes and

. hd .’

states. In the first excerpt tke teachers queqtlons normally 1nd1cate a‘ncerr

e

subject matter wlu.leln the secd‘nd'they normally ipdicate a coacern for the

~
E2

3 ) ] ) 1
students own_perspective on the subject matter. " he former normally indicates

S ., that the teacher is wanting certain answers,\shi,nce s,tudents expect him -
Y N . .. . ° ) - , s . oq
H . 3 i r .

I -

. . “ ", Ly ?
: . to be .experts on the subJect—m“atter. The 1atter m)rmally indicates

- i 7 - .’- ~

b to"students that the teacher mer:ely wants them -to reflect on their ,

» A »

.y‘- [

w own problems, decisions, beliefs etc., and p:rimari‘ly expresses a .
. v . } B . “ N
. ‘ . §e o '
- s concern to foster se1f—d1rec}ted learning: Of, course, subject® focussed ,
’ v ~ . -

. .. 3 L. . .

) questions, if they are responsive to problems in” the task defined by
A ' S . , -
\ ) students, do not preclude a concern to foster stlf-direction. The

. v . y L. . ) " ¢ b

language ysimply indicates that the teacher ‘also has other concerng in

4

. mind, i - )
5 ; - i i g s % i . 3 P

' - ; b] Vs -3

N . ) Whert stude,nts experlence a need,to depend on the authorlty pOS1t10n of /
1 .. i x- .
. . the teacher, and are not conv1nce.d that he :Ls ot prepared to satisfy

b

those neéds, they ,will tend to 1nterpret per,son-centred language.as his -

3
attempt to conceal the answers he wants. Cangrderwphe following lesson ‘

excerpt ; . ‘ ,
N o - 4
[ 1 - i "o .
,’Eeacher j You have got quite a strong thing there. Do you need, that? . |1
e . ) Boy { No., N : -~ | . X 2
1 3 ‘ . \: . - . 4
Teacher ' I am not saying yes,or no. ] . R

SRS s A
'EMC i S ‘2 '), hd x{h B . . N ’
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- N . , R - 4' <, ) ‘ .

% - Boy I don't think we need it anyway. A

) . 2 . . .

G Teacher Why not? . g ) ' .o ' -5
. ’ Boy It isn}t.really helping much, look. 6

. . ) . VTR
It is obvious that Whenithe boy says 'no' he interpreted the teacher's
question (1) as an indigation, albeit masked, of the’desired conclusion.
. o - o,
*\In other words his reply was b3sed on guesswork rather than independent
v ~ -

,

L < houglit. The teacher then denied that his question was détermined by

- T &

o

get them to reflect on their own judgpent’(B))s The boy didn't appeég to Y

A

)’ 4 . ) b33 » N .
‘ be totally convinced that the teacHer'didn't want them to reverse their
~ judgment, but the remé%k promptéd him to assert that he HaQ indepenéent
b . (3
. reasons for reversing 4t |'"anyway'. In other wqQrds, he dsserted the, autonomy

- of hi% own judgment, which the teacher then madé.him demonstrate by~
- ?» ] « -

. giving reasons (5).
3 H 3

P

i o

. 4

e

‘ dependent relationship with his teacher the situation would have been more

’ ‘.

informal pattern, in which gtudents ,are forced to
b ?

ependence, is highly unstable. Our teacher

| - |

u

was able to salvage ‘the situation precisely because he was operating
L] " - = [,

. . I
. «%>;:;:>\~:‘\vyifhiﬁ a fairly well established informal pattern in which the boy.
N . : . T c s %

- H . .

& wanted to, reason deependently. The more unstable informal situation -~ with
: : R

. difficult to retrieve. Th
. . ;

be independent buf wanting

¥

wt

~ S students stilfggemhnding the dependent relationship = can probabl
w‘:‘ - . ~ 4" Y
very

iy wes

only be stabilised if tﬁé teacher is prepared t& adopt
P .
unstructured apprgach and convince his pupils that it is eing adopted by

.
,
y g . -

using completely 3ben ended. methods, which merely. indicate to students

% 7 . - . -

| ‘ .+ . thefyreedoms they ﬁave in the classroom. This would involve réfraining .
. s Yoo ] b

e

/ ©  from us}ng even pefboﬁ—ceqﬁiéﬂ guidance. As we have seen students can
be reluctant to believe that teachers mean what they say in’ 'asking .
L o, v \ (RN T e ) . N
- ”bgrs&g-centred question'; viewing them instead as Mmere appearances
Q P - ; ; - - . :

. . ‘ ] . N

B P 1 L s

ERIC 2 | 56 .

- . - ~ —
. . i .

,e .y .y P (7 s AT v ’ ’ N

PPN i T _ T " P _ _ _ A p— — . P




- . < "55. ; .

e - . . S, " )
-, . [ . 3 .
. masking therexistence of pre-conceived objectives. N

» . *
5. In contexts where students are developing confidence in their own . -
. reasoning powers teachers can change from unstructured open-ended ‘to .

L
* - -
.

tructured guided (person centred) approgches without imposing constraints

-

.
. , .

,on self-directed learning.

g .

~;when students do not experience strong needs to depend on the authority
. N \ 2 y : + .
- ' position of their teachers they are lgss liable to misinterpret-person-

+
-

. - ceptred guidance as “eoncealed' indications of the answers teachers want,
" \

-
o

and less liable to feel const;ained by them if they doi’ . .
6. In contexts where students are developing confidence in their own

réasoning powers teachers might adopt lofig-term structured approaches-

v

A . . . . .
without imposing constraints om self-directed learning. " - -

' ) % ) * S
- foqge §tudents come to v@lue, and are more confident about, directing

- A ) * .
(S

tbelr own 1earn1ng they are less interested 1n e11c1t1ng ansvers from
t%e teacher, So even if-they are aware that he wants certain “answers
. " » i i

téey will try tp reason them out for .themselves, providiné the teacher

R A} Yy, ' ° \
dées not prevent them from doing so by his attempts to short-cut the
¢ i} ) { . S
t, - . H . - .-
s ‘ réason;ng process in favour.of quick answers. o )

£ ' . N

.t
i Y —

e g i

e A A

* .Tmese hypotheses 1ocat§ teachers Qﬂgﬁtlcal theories in a ﬂevelopmental ‘
" -l sEquence:\ Overall the§ suggest that‘dlfferent theorles %re appllcable 7~ o
[ it dlfferen: stages of therlnnovatlon processll e. from J context in '
3 —
- e €h1Ch students have strong dependency needs to’éﬁe in wh{ch ﬁhey have

Begun to value and developed some confidence in their owq powers o£

— Y i -, . 7, s .
) # gelf direction. . ’ gf? : ;
. ‘ ‘ \ ‘ h y
? N b - . ; }

-

/ ' 4 -
The sub—hypotheses 11sted under (2) were formulated out,éf ‘the 1n1t1a1
.- |

.
P

L. 2r1angu1atlon sLud1es in the second term and c1rcuﬂated #hroughout the
— : o , .
o T ﬁroject towards the end/9£.thai term, They”arousqd cdnsﬁ%%iable_interest
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amongst teachers. One secondary school teacher rtported that he felt very
. v b4

strongly that they didn't apply to his teaching. However, het alsa reported

that having tested them he was rather surprised at the extent to which they

applied. A primary school teacher® reported that his initial reaction was to

argue that they applied to secondary but not primary teachers. He was also

surprlsed to find that they were more appllcable to his 81tuatl%% than he had
e A

expected. In fact we believe Lhat one effect of teachexs tcstlng the appll—

cability of- these hypotheses, and’then discussiﬁg their findings together at

meetings, was the virtual disappearance of the widespread belief in the exis-—

tence of a radical difference between practice in primary’and secondary
- ‘ .

-

classrooms. . .

o\:‘ !
The~rest of the general hypotheses were only formulated tqwurds the end of,

N

the final term of the project. They energed partly as thg Prq ducﬁ f furttler

theory testing with teachers, and partly out of our moultorlng of autonomous

studies our teachers were increasingly able to initiate and sustain without
e PO

heavy central team support. Durin%érh%'final term of the progect several

~

teachers embarked on case-studies of work with a particular class over that
. - 1

term, Twelve studies were eventually written up. They'cpntain evidence of
. TN s e

teachers clarifying, testing, and generating theory. Our’ role on the central
- 4

team was increasingly that of monitoring the self—monito%ingé of individual
. . ! 3 L
te%%hers with a view to identifying hypotheses which might have some general-
. . L - [

P

., ising power,. But as these were introduced and tested by;more‘and‘more indi-

{ S
v1duals we found that dlscusslons at local 1nter.§chool meetrngs began to
. \ } . 1

focus on the;generalisable features of life in classrooms, In other words
' !

L v, ’ . 1 L,
teachers were increasingly able to monit¥r each others studiés and begin to

-
H A L

¥

. MY

formulate th%ir own general_hypotheses. e estimated thét about twelve
%

H

' teachers wege in this position at the end of four terms,g , o
¥ 2 N P . *
. . ‘ L3 ~
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o
-
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The shifts in central team - teacher #£oles in theory development during the
A

N . S ¢
life of the project can be crudely Tepr@)&ptcd as follows:
$ee” b

- v s
Y
“

.

. T Central Team Member . Teachers
As participant-observer colltects .| Use classroom data, collected by
i classroom datd, and then helps - | participant-observers on the
- Stage 1 | tcachers use it to clarify and [—» | central team, to clarify and test
) . test theix practical theories.. in dialogue with p-os theif own
) ' practlcal theories.,
9

? Y

‘ [ ]
“: ‘ 1 \
. .
3 4‘
Monitors the self-monitorings- of Initiate data collection which may
Stage 2 | individual teachers and , ——> | be used to t:st generalisations
. identifies general hypotheses, identified by central team,
. : ; S ,
! D }
. ¥
. , . ) § ° !
, N . WV ;
% Monitors the identifggatioh of Monitor each others self-

monitorings as a basis for

- Stuge 3 | general hypotheses by ‘teacher ~ -
: ‘ , . ‘ : formulating general hypot}es?s.

. groups.

»&‘ . .‘
| ST ! e
0f course, we found ourselves in different role relationships with different
\ ; i ; . . -
" individuals and grons,atﬁany one t:?%g( It is also possible to brlwg some

’ N

propioes

) teachers,_ ho' are not norpally sclf*monltorln in at Stage 2, provfdlng

| |

- ., they have access to other tcachers classroom data.
3 . } 1 3
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Developing‘Se1f—monitoring Ability: Some Hypotheses

n
- . L]

Earlier I explained how‘the projeet central team came to formulate

a second-older actlon researéh xbfﬂ for 1Lse1f From reflections

"y v s“w
on our own practice we have genéiated a number of practlcal hypotheses
. \’ -
,-vq ’

connected with the problems and poss1b111t1es of deve]oplng self-

monitoring abilities in teachers. In this final section of the -

‘4 e

paper ‘I shall give a bried account of these hypotheses.

The less a teachers'personal identity becomes an inextricable part

of his professional role in the classroom the greater. his ability

to tolerate losses in self-esteem vhich tend to accompany sel‘—monltorlng

In order to adopt an objective atbitude to his practice a teacher needs
s 4

5

CA . T . . .
to be able to tolerate the existence of gaps between his aspirations
R

. . K> . : .
and practige w1§h a cﬁﬁssggent 16wer1ng of professional §e]f-esteem.
H
y H
The more a teacﬁer self—monltors the more maSQery of his.craft appears
%.
. 3 . %\ 20
to elude him. As one teachér cofupented: { .
i ’
: “Nothlng is ever in a state™ 33 stasis," nothxng is ever flnallsed
’ '2
always there is rneappxaisal ih,the light of new experignce.. Like

i
S
]

3

. i
children we, hanker after theifiq;teness ®f things, and like

[N R ! » 1 1

children, we are disturbed wﬁén there is frequent reassessment
’ req

and modification.”

‘ ]
§

¢
ke nl an S <t

i @

SV ~

Tolerance is difficult to achieve if a teac ?s sole souyrce of personal

i je if free of p
. i

achievement and satisf tion 11es in his classroom ractice. In order
a§ P

T ) E
‘to tolerate 1oéses of self—esteem it would be‘necessary for him to
get satisfactiqn from hig perfofmances in ext?a—professfonal situations.
‘ w4, 3 . '
We had little success with thosé teachers who}e personal identity was
inextricably linked w1th théir professional role in the classroom.
»; o i s
The less finangial and status eizards in schogls are primarily related to
admlnlstraEIve and pastoral roles the more teachers are, able to tolerate®
losses of self esteem with respecL ta classroom practice:
-Jg J
Thls is partxqular]y txue in thejconteyt of Qur expandlpg, reorganlscd
“ i
60’ o

o U ) . b -
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¢
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secondary scbools. Systematic reflection on practice 1s demanding in terms

- - . " -

of time. It was our secondary teachers who complained most about lack of

time. Does Eﬂis mean that they work harder than our primary and middle

-

. .school teachers? Not necessafily. But for the primary school teacher

~ —

the demands of r¢flecting about the classroom constitute an extemsion
™~ , - “

of his existing commitment to the activity of teaching. But the .
‘ - g .

secondaly school teacher 'on the way up' is increasingly committed to

" administrative and pastoral functions which are enly indirectly

conrected with the classroom. Thus, the demand to 'give more' to

-

. [ . oo ; ¢
the classroom situation is a demand to go 'against the grain'., It

. s
»

generates.conflift between alternative commitments.' 'This is ’ '

particularly so when posts of responsibility are iqéfeabingly allocated
‘ ! )

-

for adminstrative and pastoral functions divorced from teaching. )
: ] f
&, H 'J¢

- 5 [N s

-

All this suggests that, in secondary schools especially, the ) '
T organisational structure encourages the sacrifice of a genuine

- . concern fox. the, quality of teaching, in defersnce to administrativey . .. ..

%

PN

and pagtoral concerns. To

sk’ ambitious: teachers to submit to the .
research is to generate inner conflict -

v , 4 7

~ AN .
demands of classroom action

e hence the excuse of time ~ and ifwvite them to put both their, 2
@ P ’I' 4 e ‘
’ . o ( ) ¥

institutional status and ambitions at risk. Almost.without exgception:,

= ; l - . - .
‘ . those teachers with the least capacity for self-criticism lWave been 3

. . D, . - Ny Yy e
those who have identified themsclves strongly with roles outside the !
. .. - ; ) . N

LR

4

g
.

- classroom situation. It is ags- 1f thé& can function within the o .
of fragmented roles without severe personal‘§c§ess;‘
} : oA i

elf-awareness about their'classyoom

: Cop
. ) system in a number
) .
, . } .
If .only by maintaining a ‘low degree of s

s . - s~ e T e - - - - - -

. . ] ' .. s e o B
pexformance. Otherwise the awareness of conflicting demanils would be ,an
. a e v . .

»

“intolerable state to function in. The only way to resolve such stress

d : 3 . = . ; . . o e A .. - s oAl P
is either to identify exclusively with the administrative oxr pastoral

> P

R [y . roa ;o 4(1 r ot

roles so that the quality of teaching no longer impinges on qiestions .

1

[N - - - . . -

of self-esteem, or, to withdraw from the formex and sacyrifice statu .

« ' " i , :
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- and opportunity completely.

.

» ¥ 1

’ : One of the current myths in education is that teaching experience
Qecessarily qualifies a person to make educational policy decisions.
Yet given the increasing role fragmentation in educational institutions

Q. . it is in fact extremely difficult for a person to move into a policégf

making role without sacrificing depth for shallowness of understanding

in the classroom. We reached a stage in the project‘wﬁere some of
. ; . T . & .
our teachers were faced with the-problem of school and department heads

4 ’ 1 . ! At v A f . - '
’ who were so out of touch with the reality of the classroom at their own

.
., ' N s

level of perception that sthey weve incapable of responding supportively

P v v . - P
Yo

. ' : A ) Ve ' ' X
with a sympathetic and understanding 'ear'. - ‘ ;
P , . - , . . . » y
- - - « . ,(X . v NN ‘5-« 7
3. The more a teacher comes to value himself as a poténtial researcher:
the greater his ability to tolerate losses 6f self-esteen. ‘ -

. ; -
-

v
2

R o ¥e found that once a teacher began to péréieVeﬂhimsélf és a pctentialey
- > 3 hY

8 v 3 N h Y . . N \ ENEREN R K
researcher he developed a greater tolerance of gaps between asplratlogg
: 8 Co .
s and practice. An outside participant-observer can do .much to help a

4 * i . 1 /~ . ’
B . L teacher develop this 'alternative self' by treating him.as a partner .

~ ! . . . /
- .. - +1in research activities. ~ 4 . 7 t
i T f
v 3 , .
\ N N \ . N M ANoe NN (Y

&, The more a teacher perceives"classroom observers as 'researchers'
rather than evaluators the greater his ability to' tolerate losses
T of self-esteem. : e T P )

. > 7 . . [ .

) < >

J

» ~ ,,«.

N " For our teachers an.'ev %uatrr ascrlbes praise amd byape and glves them

\\ ‘\;

- - ' few rlghts of reply. The role we trled to adopt focussed on the §tudy

of practlce rather than the practltloner. We tried to set out appfaisals -
. .

- . [ . P . N . . . . -

S R . of practlce in a.context ofxdlalogue WIChxthe teadher.‘ Within thls role

Ta - . o« . [ 1 * 2 0o LYY F]

; ‘ . teachers tended to pencegve us. as non-gudgmental. ’1he tolerapce oﬁ \gaps

’ A | .. ~ " . N
v N

e between aspirations and practlce, reflectcd 1n“our refufal to ascrlbe . -

- P . PR . c g ;,«{ s P
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blame, helped at least some teachers to tolerate them as well.

- ) .
The more access a teacher has to other teachers' classroom problems _
the greater his ability to toleratg losses in self-esteem.

. - . . )
e .
Once our teachers began to realise others had similar problems to

thémselves and were abie to study them objectively they tended to

tolerate losses in. their own self-esteem more easily. - e

f
’ ’ N

The more a teacher is able to tolerate losses in self-esteem the more
open he will be to student ~feedback.
' [

'
¢ .
LY
«
L. o

N

[N

Many of our teachers clalmed that student- feehback was the most
threatening™kind of feedback they could have.i This°is possibly ¢
B / ) \
5, ‘s 3 . . K
because dents are 4n the best position to :appradise their practgce and
s % B -2 $
therefore the status of their feed-bac® tends to be greater than that of
2 . i !
feed-back from casual observers or those who -have more indirect agcess
E
to classrooms, e.g. via recordings. 0peﬁness to student £eed~back.v111
T3
therefore indicate W1Q11ngness to change one& appralsal of oneself 4s a .
oA s ; L . .
practitioner, . -
’ } - "
The mote a teacher is able to tolerate 1osse§ in self-esteem the more open

s

"he will be to obserﬁér feed-back. . C, Ll

. i
4 . «

i ) i -
] 2

If not as threatenin? as student feed-back observer feed~back 1is ;
R
. ;

P

.

threatening enough. 3.

.
3
H

. B
I
t

4

T
o am nae wA med

o ®

The more a'teacher 1s able to tolerate losseﬁ 1n self-esteem the hore

willing he 1is to glvé othet teachers access to his classroom problems.
. . %z , ’ ™ ;’

PO .
1

[

bl [PUSUICE—

4
Our experience 1nd1cates that initially teacﬂers are more opeh w1th

professional peers from other schools, espeoially if they are teﬁchlng
S -

-
§

E
a different age—rangé, than?w1fh teachers 1& their own schoold. Our
sl 4

[UR——

N “

lnterdlsclpllnary tdams tended to collapse %fcause 1nterdepar&mgnta1

competition made opepncss between teachers @lfflcult.

o

l

4
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The wore open a teacher is to student feed-back the greater hlS
ability to self-monitor his classroom plactlce.
s\
The reasons for this and the next twg hypotheses have been

'
-

explained in an carliex section.

The more bpen a teacher is to observér feed-back the greater his
ability to self-monitor his ¢lassroom practice%% . -

v

.

*

The tore open a teacher i§ to feed-back from other teachers the
greater his ability to self-monitor his classroom practice.

. \"\ , « ¢
“The greater a tcachérs ability to self-monitor his classroom practice
the more he will experience conflict between his accountability as an
educator for how students learn (process) and hi. accountab111Qy to

. soclety for what they 1earn (in terms of knowledge outcomes).
X ..

4 . o . o ‘-‘

-

Self-monitoring sensitises.teachers to accowntability issues. ?me

3 N . "
issues presented themselves in the project ds a dilemma between
? A . § i.
protecting self-directed learning and pursuing“preconceived knéwledge

P

outcomes. . s
A , M .
L hY <% N

¢ ) § . - ,

™ W RO

>

‘The more able a teacher is at self—monltorlng his classroom practiice
; the more 11kely he 1tho bring about fundamental changes in 1t?

- . & .

) ;
e . ~ . . |
¢ This is*the mairt premise on which the projeet was founded. Out,

, . . e W 7

. . . .ol

. "experience tends to,confirm it., Once teachers began to clarify and
3 ) b < . . ) . ]

. test their practical theorigs the new theories generated tendeh to
- . & : , © 3
. SSPPT. . . . L

be ‘reflected in chdrges im practice. The main problem is getting .

. . {
s 3 -

, teachers to self-monjtor-their practice. i

<

.

I3
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a»We have attempted toeformulate these hypotheses sequentlally. -» The

H
o relatlonshlps beLwaen the vaflables they spec1fy are expressed by the

H . a .o !
» following basic theogetigal rodel: , }
_ ‘ N ‘ « :
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From the basic. hypotheses cited additional ones can be deduced: .

< A - ° . ~

-

14, The 1ess a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of
his professional role the more open he will become to student feed-back.

.
= . - -

’

g . .
15. _ The less a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of
" his professional roles the more open he will, become to observer feed-back.
. A ’ »
- o . .
- . 1N
. ) I o , e ‘
- Lo 3 . . . - . . N *
< 16. The less a teachers personal idehtity becomes an inagxtricable part of
f:“ . his professional role the more open he will become to feed-back from '
: E&% offier teachers. ’
- ""‘ YA '\. . P / . s . 2
Y 3 i 1 JI i ‘ ’ T 4
*17. The less a, teachers personal identN\y becomes an inextricable.part of
" . his professronal role the greater hi ab111ty to self—monrtor his .
3 classroom pract:ce. . , a
7 i ,‘ N Lo e , 3 ,
. 32 i . : . A{ 3
’ e i R 1
:’18.‘ The less a %Eachers ﬁbrsonal 1dent1ty omes an inextritable part of :
. his prdéfessional role the more he will’ erience a tension between '

his accouhtab111ty as an educator for process-values and his
accountability to society for knawledge outcomes. ’ :

s

» . °

. -

\ ~ N N . NN Ve

o K

[N . -

L 19, “The 1ess a teachers personal identity becomes an inextricable part of '
. his profes?ﬁonal role the more likely /he is to brlng about fundaﬁental '
changes 1in th classroom practice. N

N
<y - L ‘ *
7 \ - , v -
. ] °

s 5 N -
. « 3 ’o‘ - i
s 2087 o The less f'ianclal and status rewards, 1n.schools are primarily related
o : “to “administrdtive and'pastoral roles the more open will. teachers .
- <
. - .0 become to §Ludent feedback . R
3? L= : ; s
. .& . !
. e . ° ; ¢ . j
L” > . ?1.. The less {IWancial and status rewards in schools are pr1mar11y related
’ ; ] to administrative and' pastoral roles~the more open wifl; teach®rs become ="
' to_observe 3-feedback . e ) - °
LS ~ { AL oa Tl : - ‘o
\ ‘ oo L - e
' . o »;7- . 9
v - . . - .
22. The less f§ anc1a1 and status rewards_in schdon are primarily related
to admlnxssratlve arid pastoral roles tbe more open will teachers Nt
» become to;ﬁeed—back from their professlonal peers. P e ,
° ) . R o e ° - e, . T
" ML . T B :\\s ' v o g A i
[ o, ! L (SN AT T
-23.~ The less.. f;nanclal and status rewards 1n schools are pr1mar11y related ‘
: o .. to adm;plsqratlve and pastoral roles .the more able wi]ll teachers become ,
'E l(jl . © o at self-mqp;tollng tbelr classroom practice. ’ ,
S ; v H . o
. {\ o T ?{f, ’ I, . . 67/ ‘. 1?%':‘ :‘4 % ) 7 P ,{
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The less financial'and status rewards in schools gre pr1mar11y related
to admipistrative and pastoral roles the more ‘teachers will come to
experience @ tensig%rzizgoen their accouutablllty as educators for

prodess-values and
qutcomes., :

accountability to soc1ety for know]edge
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The less financial and status revards' in schools are primarily related

to administrative and pastora

1 roles the more will teache become

able to bring about fundamental changes in their practice.
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for knowledge -outcomes.
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'as researchers'
'evaluators' the more able he will become at self-mon1t011ng

35. The more a_ teacher percelyes his classroom observers
rather than.
his practice.
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36. The more a teacher perceives his classroom observers 'as researchers'
rather than 'evaluators' thc more he will come to experience a tension
between his accountability as an educator for process-values and his

; accountability to society for knowledge outcomes. - .
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37. - The more a teacher perceives his classroom observers 'as researchers'
i rather thah ‘evaluators' the more he will become able to bring zbout
fundamental cHangesin his -practice.
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38 The more access a teacher has .to other teachers classroom problems the
more opel~he will become to sLudent feedback. .
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390 The more acgess a teacher has to othex teéchefs classroom problems the
more open he will become to obmerver feed-back: ' -
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40. - Thc more access a teacher has to other teachevs classroom problems the
more open he will become to fced*back from other teachers. )
41, The more access a _teacher has to other teachers classroom problems the
- o more. able he will become at self—monltorlng his classroom practice. .
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- - ) - Q
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42, The more access a teacher has to other teachers classroom problens
the more he will come to experience.a tension between his accountability
as an educator for process-values and his accountablllty to society for
knowledge aoutcomes. '
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43. The more access a teacher has to other, teachers “¢lassroom problcms the
more he will become able to bring about fundamental changes 1n his

practice.
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hope that these secongd-order hypotheses about the problems and possibilities of

initiating teachers into classroom action-rcsearch make.at lecast a small contribu-

d

tion to.practical theorising in the field of inservice teacHer education.
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